This essay reviews some recent (macro) 
This essay reviews some recent (macro)marketing literature on the subject of where we are and where we are going in our discipline as we approach the year 2000. It addresses some perplexing questions concerning the fate of contemporary consumers at the hands of the businesses that claim to serve them and raises some worrisome issues regarding the potential death of marketing. Somewhere between the extremes of McDonaldization and mass customization, the review locates a small but fertile postmodern terrain in need of cultivation. Herein, it seeks answers among those who train their eyes not so much on the prize as on the stars-in other words, among those who look higher than the bottom line.
If we always aim for the bottom line, we aim too low. (Baker and Dessart 1998, 263) On long, hot, sticky Sunday afternoons during the months between late spring and early fall, my wife Sally and I frequently find ourselves stuck in the automotive nightmare of bumper-to-bumper traffic edging along the southern route that stretches between Montauk at the tip of Long Island and Manhattan on the other side of Queens roughly 120 miles to the West. By the time we switch from the one-lane section of Route 27 that winds through the Hamptons to the two-lane highway that eventually accommodates a speedier mode of travel, famished, we usually find ourselves stopping at the first available McDonald's, whose golden arches promise to provide the burgers and shakes that will relieve our hunger and please our palates. This particular franchise offers an Arch Deluxe for $2.99 and an Arch Deluxe with Bacon for $3.29. Invariably, Sally orders an Arch Deluxe without bacon and also without cheese. This request consistently throws the young girl behind the counter into a tizzy of confusion. What button on her cash register can she push to capture the essence of this special order? No entry appears on her machine to represent the possibility of an Arch Deluxe without the cheese (a standard feature that is apparently built into all Arch Deluxes from the moment of their conception). This predicament throws the cashier into an agony of indecision. Presumably, she will have to push an inappropriate button and then convey additional instructions to the kitchen by word of mouth. Deeply distressed by this inconvenience and perplexed by its implications for a breakdown in standard operating procedures, she typically presses the $3.29 button for the Arch Deluxe with Bacon and then asks the kitchen to omit the cheese and also to leave out the bacon. In other words, to paraphrase the state of affairs that so confounded Jack Nicholson in Five Easy Pieces: an Arch Deluxe with Bacon-hold the cheese and, Oh yes, hold the bacon too. Inadvertently but not incidentally, by this contrivance, we are expected to pay 30 cents extra for something that we don't want and didn't order. And after a wait of ten or fifteen minutes during which the specially requested item is laboriously prepared by the deeply resentful staff in the rear, as reliably as thunder follows lightening, Sally repeatedly receives the burger with both the cholesterol-infested bacon and the artery-clogging cheese included-as if they are somehow already glued to the hamburger patties and just cannot be removed, no matter how heroic the effort.
(macro)marketers worried about the fate of contemporary consumers at the hands of the businesses that claim to serve them. Are such businesses, we wonder, subjecting us to a dull and potentially poisonous bombardment of standardized junk food and cultural schlock in the name of efficiency and faster service? Are they instead valiantly fighting against the forces of sameness and conformity to bring us delectable and imaginative items uniquely tailored to the satisfaction of our individual needs and wants? Various authors address these sorts of socially relevant issues but answer them in a bewildering variety of ways.
Lately, I have been reading those kinds of books in search of answers to these perplexing questions. And I have concluded that, as a society, we have embarked on a road that will lead-after many delays in a confusion of bumper-to-bumper intellectual traffic, stalled to a standstill on the great Information Highway of Our Minds-to the Ultimate McDebacle or, in short, to the McDeath of Marketing. Or, at least, to the McDemise of Marketing-As-We-Have-Known-It-Duringthe-Late-Lamented-Twentieth-Century.
Eschatological Retreat: Get Thee to a Nunnery
The books to which I refer are nothing more than signposts along the eschatological path to the Marketing Apocalypse already anticipated by the retreat at Saint Clement's Convent in Belfast recently hosted by Stephen Brown, Jim Bell, and David Carson (1996) . These editors collect contributions from participants who reflect on "the seemingly widespread belief that . . . the marketing discipline is hell-bent on a process of chiliastic self-destruction" (p. 9). Thus, McDonagh and Prothero suggest that the marketing concept is dead and requires replacement, while, paradoxically, Brownlie and Desmond view the concept as tautologically beyond doubt and, therefore, beyond belief. Meanwhile, Buttimer and Kavanagh view markets and marketing as at the "end" in the sense meaning "limit, extreme or margin" (p. 145)-that is, the boundary of social acceptability, the border of normality, or the edge of sanity (p. 165).
But if marketing dies or transmogrifies into something unrecognizably weird, can macromarketing be far behind? Evidently not. So, on those grounds, it might be helpful if I explain why I believe my summer reading does indeed signal the end to our discipline as we have known it.
McDonaldization
We might start by acknowledging that many aspects of modern marketing-as epitomized by my story concerning the abortive Arch Deluxe sans cheese and bacon-have been pretty shabby for a long, long time. These hinge on the ubiquity of cases in which the concerns of marketing are routinely sacrificed to the dictates of production efficiency (Levitt 1960) and, not coincidentally, reach their apotheosis in the phenomenon that George Ritzer (1996) refers to as The McDonaldization of Society. In this revised update of his earlier book on the same topic, this professor of sociology at the University of Maryland continues to play variations on the theme that "the fast-food restaurant, most notably McDonald's [has] revolutionized not only the restaurant business, but also American society and, ultimately, the world" (p. xvii). This is, of course, a big claim, but Ritzer expends considerable energy on his attempts to make it stick.
Ritzer defines McDonaldization as the process whereby "the principles of the fast-food restaurant . . . dominate more and more sectors of . . . society" (p. 1). His thesis is that the same large-scale economies of mass production that bolstered the industrial revolution, that blossomed in the assembly-line manufacturing of standardized products, and that reached their zenith in the scientifically managed prolificity of the Model-T Ford have been extended to our more contemporary service economy to culminate in the production and distribution of Big Mac hamburgers (McDonald's), children's toys (Toys 'R' Us), automotive repairs (AAMCO or Midas), eyeglass frames (Pearle), tax-return preparation (H&R Block), frozen TV dinners (Swanson), coffee (Starbucks), dog or cat food (Petstuff), books (Barnes & Noble), newspapers (USA Today), entertainment (Blockbuster), and Hollywood movies (Disney).
According to Ritzer, in an era when the name recognition of Ronald McDonald among schoolchildren is second only to that of Santa Claus (p. 5), the same four fundamental principles apply whether one is producing automobiles or hamburgers. First, efficiency involves organizing work to achieve the highest possible O/I ratio of outputs (O) to inputs (I). Second, calculability entails an emphasis on numerical measures of all quantitative aspects of production: portion sizes, material costs, waiting time, and so forth. Third, predictability places an emphasis on the routinization and standardization of every phase in both production and consumption: A Quarter Pounder will be predictably mediocre no matter where, when, or why you order it. Fourth, control presses constantly toward the substitution of nonhuman for human technologyas in the case of a soft-drink dispenser that shuts off automatically when the cup is full, thereby avoiding the need for human judgment.
Ritzer acknowledges that such innovations have brought some benefits to food consumers-convenience, for example (p. 12). However, he is far more concerned with the unanticipated negative consequences attendant on the widespread adoption of McDonaldization as a model for the organization of service delivery-or what he calls the irrationality of rationality (p. 13). Foremost among these undesirable outcomes is the dehumanization of both workers and customers under the McDonaldized service systems. Drawing on Max Weber's analysis of the "iron cage of rationality" (p. 21), tying this to the Nazi Holocaust as "a paradigm of modern bureaucratic rationality" (p. 22), linking similar "dehumanizing" tendencies to the Scientific Management of F. W. Taylor (p. 25) , and crediting Henry Ford with the refinement of procedures in which "people are forced to deny their humanity and to act like robots" (p. 26), Ritzer suggests that such trends led inexorably to the egregious excesses of the drive-through window (p. 26), Levittown (p. 27) , or the Mall of America (p. 29). As he later puts it, "Fordism is alive and well in the modern world, although it has been transformed into McDonaldization" (p. 152) .
After individual chapters devoted to "Efficiency" (which, no matter how vehement the denials, entails doing it not your way but their way and culminates in putting you the customer to work by forcing you to stand in line, carry trays, clean up after yourself, and so on); "Calculability" (encouraging an emphasis on quantity at the expense of quality, as when television programming strives to maximize the Nielsen ratings or when baseball is dumbed down to increase the number of runs scored); "Predictability" (where ritualized and routinized uniformity triumphs in the service of mediocrity and where the essence of service may involve the recitation of such carefully scripted lines as "have a nice day" or "would you like fries with that?"); and "Control" (the reduction of employees to robots and customers to automatons)-after all this-Ritzer zeroes in on what he regards as the quintessential insidiousness of McDonaldization, namely, its signal susceptibility to the irrationality of rationality in general and its pernicious penchant for the dehumanization of both workers and customers in particular. Workers are subjected to formulaic routines that stifle any scope for using their skills or abilities. Customers are herded like animals and forced to interact with regimented employees in degradingly mechanized relationships. Thus, Ritzer concludes with a list of tactics for avoiding the indignities that he has chronicled so tirelessly; for example, try cooking a meal from scratch (p. 200); return junk mail to the post office (p. 200); when calling a business, choose the push-button option that puts you in touch with a real person (p. 200); read The New York Times and eschew USA Today (p. 201); enroll in small classes where you can get to know the professors (p. 201); avoid all movies with roman numerals in their titles (p. 201) . I suppose that, to this list, Ritzer would add a recommendation that we should deal with human bank tellers rather than with ATMs. The only problem is that-at many banks, these days-they now charge extra for that.
Breaking Out of the McBox: Finding Flow
Less preoccupied with examining the forces of conformity and routinization in our lives but more concerned with the question of what, if anything, we can do about these problems, Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi (that polymath behavioral scientist from the University of Chicago) suggests some answers that extrapolate far beyond the more short-term tactics recommended by Ritzer in the list just mentioned. Specifically, in Finding Flow, Csikszentmihalyi (1997) links the relevant questions and answers to his patented conceptfrequently visited in his earlier works (1975, 1990, 1996) though always worth another look-namely, the flow experience. But, unlike his previous writings devoted to developing "a systematic phenomenology" (p. 4), Finding Flow addresses a "more practical question": "How can each person create an excellent life?" (p. 5). In this, it falls somewhere between the pragmatics of self-help advice and the pieties of inspirational guidance, offering some valuable insights along the way.
Csikszentmihalyi begins by reminding us that our time is "the ultimate scarce resource" so that we should pay careful attention to "how [it] is allocated or invested" (p. 8). Rather noncontroversially, he suggests that temporal resources should be invested in ways that make us happy (p. 19). Such moments occur most reliably during flow experiences-variously characterized as "being in the zone," "ecstasy," or "rapture" (p. 29). The key to such flow experiences, in his view, is that they involve situations wherein "high challenges are matched with high skills" (p. 30)-when we perform a difficult task with competence or when we achieve a balance between ability and opportunity.
Csikszentmihalyi's research suggests that such flow experiences occur with heightened frequency in various activities eliciting elevated levels of creativity. For example, a former poet laureate claims that, in his vocation, "you're completely enraptured, you're completely caught up in what you're doing" (p. 62). Such moments are more likely while doing hobbies or while reading than while watching television (p. 69). They are particularly unlikely when engaging in boring work, pointless jobs, or routine entertainment (pp. 73, 101)-in other words, when pursuing employment in a McJob of the type described by Ritzer (1996) .
In this connection, Csikszentmihalyi's recipe for success is as noble in spirit as it is ineffectual in likelihood of potential attainment. Waxing enthusiastic about a service-station attendant who added depth and meaning to his occupation when he cheerfully repaired a broken windshield wiper for free (p. 103), the author extols the virtues of extending this principle to the self-redesign of one's work-related activities by examining each step in the process and then streamlining the job for greater efficiency and effectiveness (p. 104). I would certainly grant that this advice might help us increase the flow experiences found in (say) teaching, medicine, or investment banking. But McDonald's employees who invested this kind of psychic energy in revising their job descriptions would probably be fired by the end of their first workday.
Ultimately, as elsewhere in Csikszentmihalyi's oeuvre, the focus gravitates toward the flow-inducing powers of creativity (p. 107). Here, he ignores the problematic tendency for one creative genius's innovation to become some unfortunate laborer's worst nightmare by paying a rather selfcontradictory tribute to Henry Ford: "There were no auto workers before entrepreneurs like Henry Ford built up the first production lines" (p. 107). Exactly! Ford presumably had a flow experience. But at everyone else's expense. Realistically, as the author more or less acknowledges, the rest of us may need to seek flow during off-work hours-say, while chatting with our spouse. Recalling the literature on creativity (Holbrook 1997a) , this observation invokes the metaphor of a jazz solo: "A good conversation is like a jam session in jazz, where one starts with conventional elements and then introduces spontaneous variations that create an exciting new composition" (Csikszentmihalyi 1997, 115) .
The quintessence of jazz or of any other aesthetic experience is that it is intrinsically motivated as a self-justifying end in itself (rather than extrinsically motivated as a banausic means to some other ulterior purpose). Csikszentmihalyi has a name for this key distinction too; that is, autotelic or "an . . . activity . . . we do for its own sake because to experience it is the main goal" as opposed to exotelic or "an activity . . . motivated by an outside goal" (p. 117). I admire the author's insistence on championing the former in preference to the latter, but I do question his tendency to assume that autotelicity is a personality trait rather than a blessing that varies from one situation to another. Indeed, his manner of measuring the autotelic personality involves assessing the percentage of time spent in "a high-challenge, high-skill situation" (p. 118). Thus, more "autotelic" teenagers spend more time on studying and hobbies and less time on television. But this allocation of time, it seems to me, could well be a function of their environment and-given that some encounter more challenging school demands than others-could reflect nothing more than a circular logic. I find it significant and even discouraging that the more "autotelic" kids are not happier (p. 121). Csikszentmihalyi excuses this finding on the grounds that "self-reported happiness is not a very good indicator of the quality of a person's life" (p. 122). My conclusion would have been a bit different, namely, that the author has made the wrong comparison. He has compared more and less "autotelic" people, whereas the more telling difference lies between more and less autotelic experiences engaged in by the same individual. The relevant question is not whether Mihaly is more autotelic and therefore happier than Morris but rather whether Mihaly or Morris is more happy when writing a book or playing the piano than when mowing the lawn or riding the subway. At any rate, Csikszentmihalyi performs a valuable service by alerting us to the importance of such trade-offs and by reminding us that perhaps the lawn won't look so bad with a few more inches of growth or that maybe it might be more fun to walk to work.
Thus, the challenge is "to develop interest and curiosity to enjoy life for its own sake" (p. 127). The key is to find opportunities for the autotelic experience of flow in our everyday worlds of ordinary consumption: "The important thing is to enjoy the activity for its own sake" (p. 129). Here, Csikszentmihalyi has captured the essence of what I like to call the difference between the "feline" and "canine" temperaments. A dog does something because he wants praise; that is, as a means to an end. A cat does something because it pleases the cat; that is, as an end in itself. As the well-worn aphorism has it: Curiosity killed the cat, but satisfaction brought him back.
In the end, Csikszentmihalyi returns to a sensibility that also informed his earlier work on creativity (Csikszentmihalyi 1996; Holbrook 1997a ). Specifically, he identifies "evil" with "entropy"; that is, with the forces of disorder or chaos (p. 146). By contrast, he identifies "good" with the imposition of order on chaos or with the creation of an "emerging complexity" (p. 147). Here, more by the force of his rhetoric than by virtue of the careful analysis found in his earlier work, the author manages to convince us that "evolving complexity" shapes "the making of a myth robust enough to hang a faith on" (p. 143).
TWO KEY THEMES: DOLLARS AND SENSE
Besides their special focus on McDonaldization and an escape therefrom via the flow experience, the concerns voiced by Ritzer explicitly and by Csikszentmihalyi implicitly resonate with at least two key themes of perennial interest to critiques of the modern capitalist economic system. Both themes have generated works that have recently caught my attention and that deserve brief comment in this context.
Theme 1: The Almighty Dollar
Roger & we. Theme 1 relates to the evils attendant on an economic system that places efficiency and returns on capital-or, less politely, greed-at the head of its guiding principles. Such a world was brilliantly satirized in the mock-documentary Roger & Me, in which Michael Moore (1989) showed the agonies of workers laid off by the General Motors plants in Flint, MI-as poignantly contrasted against the hypocritical Christmas pieties of CEO Roger Smith in the Yuletide celebration at GM's home office in Detroit. In one chilling scene, we see people being evicted from their houses in Flint while-via cinematic intercutting-a heavenly choir sings seasonal chorales at company headquarters.
Down and downer.
Recently revised and issued in paperback, the follow-up book by Moore (1997) takes a defiant stance toward a variety of similar social problems under the heading Downsize This! In this volume, the author lambastes innumerable injustices of a system run for the economic advantage of its financially most well-endowed members. Throughout, the central theme resonates with the message embodied by the epigraph to the present essay, namely, the atrocities propagated in the name of allegiance to the profit motive by what Moore refers to as "bottom-line feeders" (p. 283) devoted to the doctrine that "the responsibility of the CEO is to make his shareholders as much money as he can" (p. 282). Moore's book is full of righteous indignation, always humorously expressed, at the injustices that result from this profit orientation in general and at the calamities caused by profit-inspired downsizing in particular. Beneath his comic touch lies a powerful sense of moral outrage directed at companies such as GM, AT&T, or GE that have laid off workers or moved jobs overseas even while they were generating record profits at home (p. 284).
Moore turns his critical gaze on a number of social problems that deserve this kind of attention. These include his concern over the inequitable distribution of income whereby CEOs of the nation's largest companies earn 212 times the pay of their average employee (p. 13); a vivid pictorial comparison of a scene from Flint with a shockingly similar photograph of the bombed-out Federal Building in Oklahoma City (p. 5); the symptomatic revelation that Manpower, Inc. (a temp agency) now surpasses General Motors as America's leading employer (p. 14); the disgrace-also highlighted by George Carlin (1996) in his piece entitled "Why I Don't Vote"-wherein more than 60 percent of the American voters failed to participate in the 1994 election, presumably because they knew that casting their ballots would have no beneficial effect (p. 15); the well-kept secret that corporate or white-collar crime imposes a far heavier burden on society ($200 billion per year) than do all the burglaries, robberies, and other street crimes combined ($4 billion) (p. 120).
Moore's key stylistic device-deployed with telling effect-is the fury-inspired reductio ad absurdum. Often, in this spirit, he makes tongue-in-cheek suggestions that sound preposterous until you begin to think about them. Consider, for example, his recommendation "Don't Vote-It Only Encourages Them" (p. 27); his contention that there is no difference between Democrats and Republicans (p. 32); the citation of his five least favorite "corporate welfare mothers" defined as "the top CEOs of those corporations who slide their sorry asses up to the federal trough and slop down as much of our tax money as they can" (p. 54); his suggestion that we should all send our garbage to the landfill in Orange County, CA (address provided) because its citizens feel that the rest of us should pay for the mess they created by going bankrupt through investments in high-risk derivatives (p. 67); his instructions for conducting "The Rodney King Commemorative Riot"-"This time, burn down Beverly Hills" (p. 71, map included); or his revelation that "Steve Forbes Was an Alien" (p. 114) and his implicit identification with the victims from Invasion of the Body Snatchers: "Millions on our planet began to disappear. At first they called it 'downsizing.' . . . these men known as 'CEOs' were actually invaders from another planet.... They all read a magazine with their leader's name on the cover. Forbes" (p. 116).
Elsewhere, Moore introduces his concept for "Corporate Crooks Trading Cards" featuring, among others, the CEOs of Dow Chemical Company, Nike, and Samsung. He proposes converting the closed factories in places like Flint into prisons to house the unemployed workers who have been driven to a life of crime and then pursuing the trend toward hiring prisoners as workers until, soon, each worker will be "doing the same job he had before going to the slammer-at one-tenth the cost of what he used to be paid" (p. 156). He pushes the logic of the antiabortionists one step farther to declare "A Sperm's Right to Life" (p. 176)-again, in terms reminiscent of George Carlin (1996) In another proactive episode, Moore makes calls to various embassies to ask their governments to give foreign aid to certain needy U.S. cities on the logic that, if conditions in some of our inner cities resemble those in Third World countries, perhaps such locations would qualify for foreign aid so that countries like Canada, Austria, and Ireland might direct some of their largess in our direction (p. 78). The author feigns surprise to find that Norway appeared to be confused by his request (p. 79).
Full of a sense of patriotic duty, Moore calls up the Secret Service in Washington to lodge a formal complaint concerning a death threat that Senator Jesse Helms directed at President Clinton: "Mr. Clinton better watch out if he comes down here [to North Carolina] . He'd better have a bodyguard" (pp. 94-95). Moore feels reassured when he learns that the Secret Service has already investigated this case carefully and takes such threats very seriously.
Still pursuing his sense of civic duty, Moore has his assistant call the Mobile Crisis Unit at a health center in Fairfax, VA, to try to have California Congressman Robert Dornan committed to a mental hospital on the grounds that Dornan rants and raves in public, shows symptoms of paranoia concerning perceived enemies, attacks people physically, engages in violent outbursts, and makes threatening comments about gays and Jews (p. 243).
On another front, Moore begins initial steps designed to relocate the U.S. Department of Commerce in Mexico on grounds that the logic of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) requires moving our government in Washington to Tijuana! (p. 274).
All this might sound merely sophomoric except that we find indications that some of Moore's more proactive gestures might create discernible effects in the real world. Although one cannot infer causality from correlation, viewers of Roger & Me might appreciate Moore's "true story" about "this guy who was the chairman of a really big company" (i.e., Roger Smith of General Motors): "There was this documentary on him, and he didn't present himself very well. Five months later, the chairman retired" (pp. 294-95).
Moore mentions somewhere that he never attended college, but-despite this dubious handicap-his writing is filled with the sorts of penetrating insights that one expects from the work of (say) Michel Foucault, Jean Baudrillard, or Pierre Bourdieu. The difference is that Moore expresses himself in extremely graceful, beautifully crafted, and invariably witty English. The only writer on topics related to (macro)marketing who consistently comes close is Stephen Brown (whom we'll get to later). Although I laughed out loud on almost every page of Downsize This!, when I finished it, I wept. This was partly because I felt so sad that we live in a society that merits such a devastatingly critical attack and that I myself fall so conspicuously short of the generously humane instincts displayed by Michael Moore at every turn. And partly because I was so sorry that there was no more of it left to read. Yes, I am establishing a new anchor point for the influence of subjective personal introspection on the writing of book reviews and other critical commentary. Some may consider my effluence of emotion unscholarly. If so, I say, "Downsize You!" Big and better. Fortunately, those who crave more of Michael Moore can now rent his latest movie on videotape. Specifically, The Big One chronicles the adventures of Moore (1998) on a book tour intended to promote Downsize This! (then riding high on The New York Times bestseller list). Because much of the footage comes from his talks to gigantic audiences attending book signings and his appearances on the local media in various towns, most of the material seen on-screen echoes that found in the printed version-the indistinguishable bombed-out scenes from Flint and Oklahoma City, the tongue-in-cheek positioning of big corporations as welfare recipients, the surrealistic view of Steve Forbes as an alien from outer space, the sardonic comments on low-cost prison labor, the acerbic comparisons of downsizing with selling crack, the mischievously subversive campaign contributions to Buchanan or Clinton, and-of course-the titular renaming of America as "The Big One." Moore also engages in some field trips to visit the Manpower headquarters in Milwaukee, WI; to speak with workers laid off at the Pay Day candy factory in Centralia, IL; to file a claim at the Orange County Registrar that the people who voted for Congressman Bob Dornan in the last election were insane and therefore not legally entitled to vote; and to interview restaurant patrons on such subjects as why they plan not to participate in the next election.
As in Roger & Me, Moore shows a deft touch capable of deflating corporate spokesmen at will. But he also shows traces of compassion, as when he visits Philip Knight, the owner and CEO of Nike near Portland, OR. He had attacked Knight in his book for buying its shoes from Asian contractors who pay young girls two dollars a day under brutally oppressive working conditions and for remunerating Michael Jordan more as celebrity endorser than the annual payroll of the entire Indonesian workforce that produces more than a third of the company's shoes. Alone among the corporate executives whom Moore approaches for interviews, Knight invites Moore to come by for a chat and to bring his cameras. Knight thereby emerges as a likable character who is willing to entertain questions on Moore's perennial theme concerning why his company makes big profits without giving any of it back to American workers. Knight (who is an accomplished spare-time runner) declines the invitation of Moore (who is noticeably overweight and walks with a limp) to compete in a 100-yard dash to decide whether Moore will wear Nike shoes to all his public appearances or Knight will open a Nike plant in Flint. But he does agree to match Moore's $10,000 donation to the education system in the author's hometown. As a result, he appears halfway human.
One finds a lesson here for other corporate executives. Slamming your door in Michael Moore's face, stonewalling in the manner of Roger Smith, calling the security guards, or having this gentle bear of a man and his film crew arrested makes you look profoundly mean-spirited. Talking to him and offering small financial subsidies to worthwhile causes may partially salvage your reputation. The cost-benefit analysis seems pretty obvious.
Television notions. The same lesson reappears when Michael Moore and Kathleen Glynn (1998) recount their experiences in writing, directing, and producing the late lamented television series entitled TV Nation (Moore 1994 (Moore , 1995 Moore and Glynn (1998) also present a condensed summary of the "TV Nation Polls" conducted by Widgery and Associates to uncover various arcane but alarming statistics. "70% of American women have never had an emotionally satisfying relationship with a Republican" (p. 206). "34% of those who voted in the last election believe Forrest Gump was a documentary" (p. 207). "81% of those who have seen two or more Police Academy movies believe that O. J. is innocent" (p. 208). You get the idea.
But my favorite chapter-"Payback Time"-reports the stunts pulled by a television crew dedicated to the premise that the corporate leaders of America deserve "a taste of their own medicine" (p. 31). Thus inspired, Moore & Co. park a dozen cars near the house owned by the CEO of the nation's largest auto-alarm company and start all twelve sirens going at 6:00 a.m.-the best part of the joke being that it is impossible to turn the alarms off once they have started blaring. Almost as endearing is the spectacle of the TV Nation staff making self-promoting phone calls to the home of the chairman of one of the largest telemarketing firms (p. 33). Think about it. If we all could do this a few times, the world might actually become a better place.
Theme 2: Dumb and Dumber
Closely related to Theme 1 (descended from the works reviewed at the outset), Theme 2 stresses the ill effects of a system geared not only toward feeding but also toward entertaining the masses. From this perspective, the only thing worse than the injustices of a society devoted to mass production in the name of economic efficiency is a society aimed at satisfying the masses by offering entertainment or other products of popular culture designed to appeal to the lowest common denominator. Hence, when I saw the title and dust jacket of Down the Tube by William F. Baker and George Dessart (1998) , I had hopes of encountering a volume full of righteous indignation evoked by the mindless excrescences of our contemporary video culture. After all, both authors come with impeccable credentials-Baker as CEO of WNET (the flagship Public Broadcasting System [PBS] station in New York) and Dessart as a former executive for CBS (currently serving as a professor of television and radio at Brooklyn College). Meanwhile, the blurbs on the cover promise that this book will show that "aiming for the bottom line is aiming too low" (Charlie Rose of PBS) and will explain "why there is so much on the tube and yet so little that illuminates, enlightens, elevates-or satisfies even as pure entertainment" (Joan Ganz Cooney of Sesame Street). And in his Foreword, Bill Moyers positions the book as an attack on a television empire devoted to broadcasting "tittle-tattle created not for the good it might do but for the profit it might make" (pp. x-xi). But disappointingly, the authors' somber approach robs their attack of most of its punch and just about all of its delectation.
Instead of diatribes on the inanities of commercial television (always welcome as a worthy reminder of the execrable lowness to which our mass-media pop culture has sunk), Baker and Dessart pursue a sober historical account of the damage done by government (mis)regulation. They make a strong case that interference by heavy-handed legislators and regulatory agencies has done more harm than good to the cultural content of the programs available on the air-the result, of course, being (as Bruce Springsteen has pointed out) that we have the potential for 500 channels but very little that is worth watching. They state the case against unfettered commercialism in carefully measured tones to the effect that "commercial enterprises . . . committed to the highest possible ratings in the service of ever-increasing short-term profits . . . will more likely create not diversity, and certainly not quality, but mere imitative mediocrity (pp. 6-7).
But they fail to convey a visceral feel for the depths of the cultural vulgarity that increasingly characterizes our primary and pervasive communication medium. Three or four sentences from Dwight Macdonald (1957) in the old days or from William Henry (1994) more recently bespeak more aesthetic opprobrium, moral indignation, and cultural revulsion than whole chapters by these two overly polite media watchdogs.
I find it difficult to show these authors in the act of not being vivid, compelling, or forceful. But consider, for example, the timidity of their response to the celebrated quiz-show scandals of 1959: "The scandals demonstrated to many Americans how irresponsible it had been to entrust something as important as broadcasting to those who applied only one standard, profitability, to the venture" (p. 19). Where is the tirade or maybe even the compassion that the misadventures of Charles Van Doren at the hands of Geritol should evoke? Or consider their plausible claim that "commercial television is . . . in the business of aggregating and then selling audiences" (p. 64). Quite right, as far as it goes. But where is the missing discussion of how this incentive leads television producers to pander to the lowest possible level of tastes-with a resultant deluge of shamefully vapid soap operas, shockingly insipid talk shows, scandalously materialistic game programs, insultingly infotainment-oriented news broadcasts, and exasperatingly infomercial-laden shopping networks? Baker and Dessart do work up enough dyspepsia to characterize the deregulatory movement of the Reagan years by the motto "greed is good" (p. 26). But for the most part, they contain their rhetoric within the narrow bounds of reserved politeness, refusing to accuse the television industry of anything worse than "a shoddy sameness" (p. 30). To put it differently, they clearly state that commercial television favors "the program that will bring in the largest possible audience and thus maximize profitability (p. 94). And they see, for example, that "much of the success of the tabloid news programs rests on that simple imperative" (p. 94). Also, they report a 1997 study of news broadcasts demonstrating that "coverage of blood and mayhem exceeded coverage of government, education, and race relations combined by a factor of two to one" (pp. 126-27) . Furthermore, they suggest that "in the interest of shareholder profitability, the deciding factor in any news judgment, whether about personnel or subject matter, is the immediate gratification of the audience" (pp. 136-37). But at this point, their argument fizzles out. They refrain from showing us just how bad those news programs really are. About the closest they get to biting cultural criticism is an offhand comment that the home-shopping format resembles "a shop given over to zirconium" (p. 100).
Are these guys upset? Are they bending over backward to be restrained? Perhaps they are afraid of arousing a "fury of the industry" comparable to that elicited by Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Newton Minow when he publicly called television programming "a vast wasteland" (p. 22). Or perhaps they wish to avoid the label of "elitism" (p. 234; Holbrook 1995b) . Lurking in a remote place, two pages from the end of Down the Tube, we find a brief passage that illustrates the style in which I wish Baker and Dessart had written the rest of their book. It calls a spade a spade and hits the nail on the head with a telling example:
The relentless drive to maximize profits at any cost by maximizing audiences has fostered pandering to the lowest common denominator of public taste at the expense of expanding public sensibilities. Any doubt on this point can be instantaneously dispelled by viewing a single episode of the Entertainment Channel's Talk Soup, a review of the most egregious segments of the current week. (P. 290) Suffice it to say that if Baker and Dessart had delivered in this manner on the scathing critique promised by Bill Moyers in his Foreword and if they had extrapolated the implications of their worthy claim that "if we always aim for the bottom line, we aim too low" (p. 263), their book would be required reading. Instead, it leaves us with a sense of being let down through the loss of a promising opportunity to say something important if frightening about the empty-headed drivel that dominates the television airwaves today.
MCDONALDIZATION TOO
I agree that the dangers signaled by Ritzer's McDonaldization of Society and further developed in connection with the two themes just elaborated represent perils that every (macro)marketer should keep in mind at all times and, indeed, that their neglect can and often does precipitate economic and cultural disasters of the highest order. Consider, for example, the fortunes of the business school at a major university-let's call it Utopia U-that decided to require a set of so-called core courses, that also grouped its students into "clusters" of fifty classmates who would take all these core courses together, and that therefore moved toward standardizing all core-course offerings so that each student would receive identical material in each class. The Utopia Business School (UBS) might have avoided this unwise plan had it heeded Ritzer's comments on the McUniversity (p. 42), on numerical course evaluations (p. 65), on cookie-cutter textbooks (p. 86), and on lesson plans (p. 106). Rather, the UBS approach to mass education has produced a required core course in marketing strategy that (paradoxically) every student is forced to take but that (ironically) is itself a paradigmatic embodiment of the single greatest marketing fallacy that it is possible to commit-namely, the much-discredited assumption that one size fits all or that a standardized offering can win acceptance among most customers. Predictably, the UBS students (who had formerly been free to choose among different professors, with different styles, teaching different versions of the introductory marketing course) have responded less than enthusiastically to the new standardized, prepackaged McCourse. In other words, they listened to the canned lectures and concluded that there is something worthwhile about segmenting the market and tailoring different versions of a product to match the needs and wants of different market segments, but they noticed that this characterization did not describe the marketing course that they were compelled to take as part of the "core" curriculum. Whether one bad apple that is indeed rotten to the "core" can spoil the whole business-school barrel remains to be seen, but if Ritzer is correct, UBS has plenty to worry about.
So, in situations such as the case of UBS, Ritzer's analysis of McDonaldization might have considerable relevance. But the problem with Ritzer's claims in general is that, when applied to the world at large, they are manifestly not true. Sure, we can find an example of Tayloristic Fordism applied to academic offerings if we turn to a school such as UBS, whose professors have chosen to ignore the merits of market segmentation, but we would be unlikely to find such insensitivity to customer differences among real marketing managers who have their eyes firmly riveted on the proverbial bottom line. Thus, no sooner had the ink dried on Ritzer's current revision of his first book on McDonaldization than he followed this revised edition with a sequel claiming further to develop The McDonaldization Thesis.
In McDonaldization Too, compiled as a collection of afterthought-enriched occasional essays, Ritzer (1998) explores and enlarges some of his earlier thinking on this phenomenon viewed as "the contemporary paradigm of the rationalization process" (p. vii). He begins with a promise to consider "the utility of postmodern theoretical tools" (pp. 1-2) but does not forsake his conviction that McDonaldization with all its modernistic flavor represents the temper of our times as "a centrally important process that persists in growing exponentially" (p. 2). In this spirit, Ritzer extends his analysis to cover more detailed aspects of the academic field of sociology in America (which, in his view, suffers from an overemphasis on quantification and conformity, biases believed by some to have also afflicted research in marketing), the organization of the workplace (via McJobs in which employees'activities are routinized, standardized, ritualized, and scripted while customers are further exploited by being forced to do increasingly larger portions of the work themselves), the globalization of business (wherein McDonaldization, like "coca-colonization" before it, has spread around the world to infect the cultures of most other societies), the expansion of consumer credit (by means of which the charge-card industry has reduced some unfortunate debtors to the status of indentured servanthood as victimized members of a usurious system from which it is impossible for them to escape), and the regimentation of vacation travel (via the theme park or the packaged tour).
Nonetheless, Ritzer does acknowledge that much of his analysis of McDonaldization in the service economyfocusing as it does on clear parallels with the tenets of Taylor in describing scientific management or with the achievements of Ford in perfecting the assembly line-is modernistic in tone and that some conceptual room therefore needs to be made for the contributions of postmodern theory. In the latter spirit, rather debatably, Ritzer contends that "one can analyse any social phenomenon from the point of view of both modern and postmodern theory" (p. 118). In other words, he wants to hold two competing worldviews simultaneously-a challenging project at best. Toward this end, he grafts some postmodern or pomo ideas onto his essentially modernistic concept of McDonaldization-describing, for example, how McD's serves up simulacra in place of "real" food (p. 122), how shopping malls have substituted "enchantment" for reality (p. 124), how the proliferation of messages about Chicken McNuggets and Egg McMuffins constitutes a sort of communicational "ecstasy" (p. 125), how the "carnival" spirit appears nowhere so conspicuously as on the prepackaged vacations offered by the Carnival Line cruise ships (p. 129), how a trip to Disneyland or the Mall of America offers a "virtual experience" (p. 147), and how the McUniversity increasingly provides a sort of commoditized consumption experience aimed at students viewed as members of the "consumer society" (p. 151).
But beyond these token gestures in the direction of Baudrillard, Lyotard, Jameson, Bakhtin, and their fellow travelers, Ritzer's heart does not really seem to lie in the postmodern ethos. Rather, he neglects the manner in which the pomo era has moved our society in the direction of greater variety or less standardization and ignores the ways in which some aspects of McDonaldization have fallen to the principles of differentiated market segmentation with which we (macro)marketers are all always already familiar (to borrow a touch of the proto-pomo lingo). Only very briefly does Ritzer (1998) acknowledge the increasing emergence of niche marketing in the service of differentiated segmentation or what, in an unflattering tone, he calls "sneakerization" (p. 181). Even here, in a manner that strikes me as rather far-fetched verging on stubbornly reactionary, Ritzer tries to position sneakerization as just one more form of McDonaldization.
Hence, his moderately revised portrait of our economy sounds rather hollow, characterized by a revisionary gaze that offers too little, too late. Symptomatically, he concludes that "McDonaldized systems will survive . . . long after we have moved beyond postmodern society and scholars have relegated postmodernism to the status of a concept of little more than historical interest" (p. 191). Given Ritzer's own academic specialization, this judgment strikes me as wishful thinking in the service of job security. Surely, the aspects of McDonaldization that ignore differences among customers (the inability to deliver an Arch Deluxe without cheese and bacon, for example) are so offensive to consumers that they will one day succumb to their own exasperating ineptitude. It's the ones geared to the engineering of efficiency on the production line-behind the counter, in the back room-that we need to worry about. But more about that later when we consider mass customization.
POMO RULES . . . OR WHATEVER From Hep to Hip: The 1960s Live Again
Meanwhile, far more persuasive in the direction of recognizing marketing-supported diversity is the book about Business Culture, Counterculture, and the Rise of Hip Consumerism by Thomas Frank (1997) , whose work on The Conquest of Cool purports to show how business itself and advertising in particular have saved us-at least in part-from the fate portrayed by Ritzer and others preoccupied with the problems of McDonaldization. Based on Frank's doctoral dissertation at the University of Chicago, this book colorfully covers the history of advertising in America during the last half of the twentieth century.
According to Frank (1997) , advertising is more than a passive reflection of the cultural changes that have beset our society since the 1950s. In his view, the blandishments of Madison Avenue have anticipated and helped to shape various innovations in the direction of the happening-the hip, the hippie, and the hip-hop-cultures and subcultures. Thus, Conquest portrays advertising as playing the role of mold as well as that of mirror, via which business has steered society toward ever more individualized and idiosyncratic styles of consumption: "Postwar American capitalism . . . was as dynamic a force in its own way as the revolutionary youth movements of the period, undertaking dramatic transformations of both the way it operated and the way it imagined itself" (p. 6).
Frank's oft-repeated refrain reiterates that advertising has done more than merely co-opt fashion changes and (sub)cultural breakthroughs. It has influenced, shaped, and even created them. Thus, he views his book as "a study of business thought" and "above all, the story of the bohemian cultural style's trajectory from adversarial to hegemonic; the story of hip's mutation from native language of the alienated to that of advertising" (p. 8). According to Frank, the criticisms of mass-produced culture of the sort voiced by Ritzer have been routine aspects of American discourse since the mid-1950s (p. 11). Resistance to the prevailing conformity developed in the form of hipness in honor of a figure that Norman Mailer called the Hipster-"an 'American existentialist' whose tastes for jazz, sex, drugs, and the slang and mores of black society constituted the best means of resisting the encroachments of Cold War oppression" (p. 12). Against this background, Frank says, the meaning of the 1960s can be seen as "the enthusiasm of ordinary suburban Americans for cultural revolution . . . this sudden mass defection of Americans from square to hip" (p. 13).
In Frank's view, rather than merely co-opting the cultural trappings of this progression, business in general and advertising in particular have led the way. Thus, in sharp contrast to Ritzer, Frank regards Taylorism and its emphasis on "efficiency, hierarchy, and organization" (p. 20) as a relic of pre-1960s management thought that was largely jettisoned by the shift from theory X to theory Y during the 1960s in the wake of Douglas McGregor's advocacy of participative management in The Human Side of Enterprise (1960) : "What happened in the sixties is that hip became central to the way American capitalism understood itself and explained itself to the public" (pp. 25-26). These influences have continued until "today hip is ubiquitous as a commercial style, a staple of advertising that promises to deliver the consumer from the dreary nightmare of square consumerism" (p. 32). In other words, hip-as described by Frank and as traced, in part, to the influence of business via advertising-is everything that Ritzer's much-dreaded McDonaldization is not.
From this vantage point, much of the remainder of Frank's book pursues a presentation-via chronological examples-of the process whereby business and its advertising mouthpieces have injected the hip consciousness into the minds of the mass audience of consumers by means of embracing the carnivalesque. In this connection, I shall confine my comments to a few examples of Frank's many fine illustrations. These include the Doyle-Dane-Bernbach advertisements for Volkswagen, Avis, American Tourister, and Alka-Seltzer-viewed as a mass-culture critique based on an antiadvertising style that catered to the "public mistrust of consumerism" (p. 55); the satiric ads designed by Howard Gossage for Fina gas stations with their pitch for an air pump that delivers pink air (p. 78); the prose of Jerry Della Femina, who emerges as "a jaded scoffer contemptuous of the institutions of consumer society" (p. 80); the creations of George Lois, for whom "the central element" is "outrage" (p. 84); the "frenzy for hip that overtook advertising in the mid-1960s" (p. 109)-as in Wells-Rich-Greene's bent-cigarette ads for Benson & Hedges (p. 117), their introduction of colored airplanes for Braniff (p. 124), or their "love power" slogan for Love Cosmetics (p. 128); the tendency of post-1960 advertising to counsel consumers "on maintaining individuality" (p. 133) and to treat hipness as "the new consuming paradigm" (p. 134)-as in the ubiquitous promise to help consumers establish their own identities (Clairol, Barney's, Reebok) (p. 137); Smirnoff's emphasis on "fun" (p. 139); the repositioning of Oldsmobile as "Youngmobile" (p. 157) or of 7-Up as "the Uncola" (p. 165); the Cola-Wars campaign addressed to the "Pepsi Generation," the distinction of "Pepsi-ness" from "Coke-ness," and the implicit set of binary oppositions entailed by that Pepsi/Coke contrasthip/square, youthful/fogey, rule-breaking/stultifying, individualistic/conformist (p. 170). Throughout, we find a recurrent if paradoxical theme-namely, the premise that advertising, as reflexively self-described by advertising itself, is hokey-in other words, the proliferation of anticommercial commercials (p. 136).
Frank ties all this to the transformation in men's fashions that arrived with the "Peacock Revolution" of the mid-1960s. Those of us who are old enough to have worn polyester leisure suits, Nehru jackets, wide neckties, and broadly flared bell-bottom trousers might remember the hopeless struggle to keep up with the pace of fashion obsolescence as one clothing fad faded into the next. (In a moment of sartorial panic, for example, I threw away my collection of custom-made narrow-lapelled 100-percent-wool suits, only to find myself a couple of years later surrounded by a closet full of embarrassingly outmoded, wide-lapelled, plasticine fashion disasters and ruing the day I had disposed of the older items that were now back in style.) The moral, of course, is that consumers-especially young consumers-will do just about anything to be hip or to avoid being square and that business in general or advertising in particular fosters such proclivities as a constant source of new opportunities. Advertising shapes not "that" we consume but rather "how" we consume. In this context, even the savvy, suspicious, skeptical, and inscrutable members of Generation X appear to express their alienation from the mainstream baby boomers via an oft-remarked susceptibility to "self-mocking" or "irreverent" advertising. Here, as elsewhere, "hip is the cultural life-blood of the consumer society" in which "rebel youth culture will always be . . . understood as an updating of the 1960s original" (p. 234): "The sixties are more than merely the homeland of hip, they are a commercial template for our times, a historical prototype for the construction of cultural machines that transform alienation and despair into consent" (pp. 234-35).
The Postmodern Ethos
I find Frank's book about The Conquest of Cool somewhat puzzling because he has chosen to situate it primarily in the 1950s, the 1960s, and their aftermath-electing, retrospectively and almost offhandedly, to document how advertising has helped to precipitate the more current state of affairs sometimes referred to as postmodernity. A far more cogent exposition of the latter developments appears in Consuming People by Fuat Firat and Nikhi Dholakia (1998) . Amidst other themes, these authors present a serious and scholarly account of fragmentation as a key aspect of the postmodern condition, indicating in depth how this phenomenon has affected contemporary markets and marketing.
In the view of Firat and Dholakia (1998) -also articulated in a recent prize-winning article by Firat and Venkatesh (1995) -one hallmark of postmodernity is the development of subcultural, intellectual, and personal differences among consumers and the extent to which such heterogeneity is recognized and reflected in the variety of unique offerings available to their consumption experiences. In a sense, the oft-remarked and well-known pomo phenomena of pastiche (the blending of disparate styles), promiscuity (the blurring of the lines between high art and pop culture), and paradox (the ironic articulation of multiple and potentially self-contradictory meanings) follow from the celebration of diversity and from the pluralistic openness to relativistic truths that characterize the postmodern ethos. Hence, certain marketing-related trends toward the creation of unique offerings targeted at finely segmented sets of consumers-in other words, the essence of differentiated segmentation as a marketing strategy-can be viewed as one hallmark of postmodernism (see also Brown 1995, 106-11) .
Firat and Dholakia position their book as "a treatise about consuming people-people in the act of consumption, and consumed by the act of consumption" (p. x). In other words, the book both describes and critiques the role played by consumption in our daily lives. This role occurs amidst the transformation toward postmodernity but also amidst the tendency of the hegemonic market system to impose its commercialization of culture on every facet of ordinary life (p. xi). Telling this story is the central preoccupation of Consuming People.
Chapter 1 describes modern America as "the consuming society" (p. 1)-one that is "consumed with consuming" (p. 2)-and raises the question of why this culture of consumption has come to flower in our "public sensibility" (p. 5). Chapter 2 seeks the answer in a view of consumption as a self-propelling system with key dimensions based on individualization, private spaces, withdrawal from participation in production, and passivity (p. 11). Chapter 3 traces the emergence of this trend toward an increasingly individual-private-alienated-passive pattern of consumption-from the classical view of consumption as value destroying (by contrast with labor) to the post-Keynesian exaltation of consumer spending (as the engine of economic prosperity). Chapter 4 suggests that, given the latter bias, the modernist project emphasizes the role of marketing-that is, a catering to human needs or wants and a celebration of consumer sovereignty (wherein human welfare benefits from increased customer satisfaction), subject to the limitations suggested by such social critics as Nader, Veblen, Galbraith, Marx, or the Three B's from France (Barthes, Bourdieu, and Baudrillard). After such encapsulations in chapter 4, chapter 5 more fully delineates "The Social Construction of Consumption Patterns in Modern Society."
Chapter 5 recapitulates the emergence of the massproduction economies described previously in conjunction with McDonaldization and explains the need for demand management in response to the potential problem of underconsumption. In other words, the massive modern ability to produce with great efficiency calls forth a commensurate need to consume with great insatiability and gives rise to escalating military expenditures (p. 44), to the symbolic excitations of Hollywood plus "lifestyles of the rich and famous" (p. 46), to the direct and indirect appeals waged by advertising or other commercial messages (p. 48), to ancillary reminders appearing on soap operas or game shows (p. 49), to the Veblenesque example set by the business elite (p. 52), and-more important-to interacting effects from all of the above, as reinforced by the pervasive influence of mass marketing (p. 60) in the service of standardizing products according to "the necessities of their mass-production technologies rather than the different skills and needs or wants of their users" (p. 62).
Nonetheless, according to the authors, in a somewhat paradoxical spirit (self-contradiction being no stranger to the postmodern temperament), such mass marketing has left room for plenty of differentiation in the service of customer heterogeneity (p. 60). It is not easy to argue that standardized mass production coexists with product, price, and promotional differentiation, but Firat and Dholakia give it a game try:
While the same consumption pattern, which represented individual-private-alienated-passive consumption, diffused among the majority of consumer households, indicating increased uniformity across these households, within the same consumption pattern there has occurred an abundance of product and brand differentiation, creating a great variety of consumer choice within the limited sphere. (P. 60) Such paradoxes set the stage for a clarifying discussion of postmodernity and its connection with consumption. Chapter 6 moves in this direction and, in contrast to Frank's Conquest of Cool (which focuses on the role of marketing in actively initiating social change), suggests that "all rebellions of our time-hippie, punk, rap, grunge, hip-hop and more-have been co-opted by the market" (p. 64). In this spirit, the authors see fragmentation as the hallmark of contemporary consumption and the market as "the medium of fragmentation" (p. 67) in which "the market . . . allows many life styles and experiences, at times inconsistent and even contradictory life styles and experiences, to coexist" (p. 68). As a mirror rather than a mold, the market recognizes that customers differ and provides accordingly: "The citizen . . . has to morph into the consumer, and acquire things for the satisfaction of his/her needs in (or through the mediation of) the market" (p. 70). Thus-besides the well-known aspects of hyperreality (bombarding our consciousness with simulations, simulacra, and a surrounding surfeit of symbols for sale), decentering the self (as a commodified and commodifiable entity), reversals (including the substitution of consumption for production as the source of value), juxtapositions of decontextualized elements (via bricolage), playfulness in the disconnection of the signifier from the signified (to celebrate surface stripped from its underlying substance), or image (divorced from any grounding in reality)-postmodernism is also characterized by a pluralistic recognition of differences (in individually relativized versions of the truth), by a tolerance for diversity (as expressed by alternative discourses, including alternative discourses of consumption), by the decomposition of experience (into many fleeting moments, as when watching the rapid succession of images in a television commercial), by the dissolution of the body into its physical parts (which can, in turn, be reassembled via plastic surgery), and by various other factors wherein "the market becomes the locus of realizing the fragmented self" (p. 85). In short, central to their viewpoint, Firat and Dholakia take the phenomenon of fragmentation and all it implies about the pursuit of differentiated offerings as the characteristic gesture of the postmodern dance-indeed (pace Lyotard) as "a new metanarrative" wherein "fragmentation itself, and its medium-the market-constitute, in fact, this new metanarrative (p. 85).
Chapter 7 explores these fragmented aspects of "Postmodern Consumption" in more depth. It suggests that the modern market converts every centrifugal moment of consumption into an opportunity for commodification and commercialization (p. 88)-as, for example, when the clothing industry reinterprets subversive subcultural dress as a new form of merchandisable fashion statement. Postmodernity rejects this sort of totalizing influence in favor of a self-constructed immersion in the consumption experience wherein "the way to enhance and enchant life is to allow multiple experiences, to be sensed emotionally as well as through reason, utilizing all aspects of being human" and wherein "life is to be produced and created, in effect, constructed through multiple experiences in which the consumer immerses" (p. 96). Here, the relevant metaphor is not so much the market as the theater-a theatrical consumptive performance in which one self-constructs one's own character by means of simulated and enchanted but immersive and meaningful consumption experiences (p. 99).
Having myself advocated an "experiential view of consumer behavior" on repeated occasions (e.g., Holbrook 1995a; Holbrook and Hirschman 1982) , I find Firat and Dholakia's arguments on the importance of consumption experiences quite palatable. In chapter 8, they plow ahead by extending their observations to the level of "Global Consumption." Here, they suggest that the exportation of its market ideology is the real imperialism whereby the United States affects the rest of the world. In this push toward global commercialization, culture itself becomes a consumable commodity (p. 109). This can lead to unfortunate consequences-as when local cultures are corrupted by commodification-such as the case of Altiplano in Peru, where the local people must sell their environmentally appropriate alpaca sweaters to the tourists and can afford to wear only the less suitable synthetic products available at cheaper prices (p. 114).
As a solution to these and other problems spawned by the negative aspects of marketization, Firat and Dholakia recommend nothing less than a redefinition of freedom as the power to construct one's own life experiences by means of consumption (p. 148). This requires a balancing act between the freedom to construct one's own life mode within a participative community and the freedom from imprisonment in that community via the ability to experience other life modes elsewhere (p. 154). Recalling the aforementioned metaphor of the theater, this vision reflects a sort of immersive channel surfing among the life modes of alternative consumption styles, wherein the market provides one but only one source of legitimation so that "currently developing life mode communities . . . present themselves as experiences to be sampled, found meaning in, but not to be imprisoned in" (p. 158):
The multiplicity of life mode cultures will . . . produce many alternative theaters of consumption . . . based on many diverse interests and considerations . . . choices made in these communities for the kind of life experiences their members want will be informed and influenced by multiple criteria. . . . As signifying subjects, consumers are producing and will increasingly produce the varied meanings and identities they wish to play with and experience through these theaters of consumption. I conclude that Firat and Dholakia see marketing as one of many forces of potential use to consumers in their experiential adventure of "navigating among life mode communities" (p. 160). In other words, I view their thrust as consistent with a marketing strategy oriented toward differentiated segmentation-wherein different consumers with different tastes construct their self-defining consumption experiences around different life modes, perhaps changing life modes at rapid intervals, with each new experiential mode calling forth a revised agenda of consumption. Thus, Firat and Dholakia have described a state of affairs that some marketing thinkers greet with dismay but that others approach as a welcome challenge. Both viewpoints deserve representation. In what follows, I shall distinguish between perspective 1, geared toward an attack on differentiated segmentation as the agent of fragmentation, and perspective 2, celebrating the possibilities for an extreme form of differentiation in a masscustomized commercial world.
TWO PERSPECTIVES ON FRAGMENTATION OR DIFFERENTIATION Perspective 1: The Reactionary Backlash-Breaking Up Is Hard to Do
Firat and Dholakia (1998) mostly report and document the sorts of observations just described in general and the role of fragmentation in particular. More normatively and in a reactionary manner that appears to defy logic, Joseph Turow (1997) explores one aspect of fragmentation in depth. A professor of communication at the University of Pennsylvania, Turow has written a book entitled Breaking Up America that definitely has an axe to grind-or, more accurately, a bludgeon to deploy. Specifically, this work attacks the postmodern trend toward differentiated segmentation on the grounds that it somehow encourages divisiveness and foments antagonism among people in ways that prevent them from forming harmonious communities. In a response reminiscent of that voiced by Rothenberg (1997) , I find Turow's diatribe-really, a sort of empirically unsupported modernistic backlash-to be positively preposterous. Turow (1997) claims that the tendency for contemporary marketers to examine the differences among consumer needs and wants-to recognize these differences by offering various consumers unique versions of a product in such a way that better matches their tastes-constitutes an evil process that somehow encourages divisiveness and acrimony among the resulting market segments in a manner that parallels the exclusionary impetus created by "gated communities" where certain "undesirable" people are prevented from entering (p. 2). He strongly objects to the strategy of treating customer segments as "targets" (p. 1) on the grounds that this practice will encourage "a profound sense of division in American society" (p. 2). Here as elsewhere, the villain is commercialization, wherein an advertising industry bent on maximizing "the entire system's potential for selling" (p. 2) precipitates "a breakdown in social cohesion" (p. 3) by relying on "segment-making media . . . that encourage small slices of society to talk to themselves" (p. 3).
What a shift from the attack on mass marketing represented by Ritzer's critique of McDonaldization (1996 McDonaldization ( , 1998 )! By contrast, Turow (1997) longs for the good old days when (in his view) mass marketing in the service of mass production contributed toward some sort of (hypothetical) unification. Thus, he laments the more recent "shift in the balance between targeting and mass marketing" (p. 4). Defining targeting as "the intentional pursuit of specific segments of society-groups and even individuals" (p. 4) where "the ultimate aim . . . is to reach different groups with specific messages about how certain products tie into their lifestyles" (p. 4), he manages to make this hallmark of effective differentiated segmentation sound sinister or even diabolical as the source of "unprecedented attempts to search out and exploit differences between customers" (p. 4).
Notice the rhetoric here. A strategy aimed at better serving customer needs and wants is, through the careful selection of language, repositioned as a sort of nefarious exploitation. Indeed, Turow grows so indignant over "advertisers' interest in exploiting lifestyle differences" (p. 6) that he soon rants menacingly about "the dark side of the[ir] unrelenting slicing and dicing of America" (p. 6) whereby-in some kind of maleficent plot against national harmony and a malevolent attack on the integrity of the body politic-"marketers look for splits in the social fabric and then reinforce and extend the splits for their own ends" (p. 7). For example, Turow objects to Nickelodeon (for kids) and Music Television (MTV) (for teenagers) because they "chase away irrelevant viewers" (parents? senior citizens? jazz fans? lovers of classical music? communications professors?) "as much as they attract desirable ones" (p. 5). In an amazingly catachrestic flourish, Turow regards such targeted formats as "the tip of a huge glacier" (sic, p. 17), leaving his readers in doubt not only about whether he can write but even about whether he can think. Throughout, Turow confuses the recognition and reflection of differences with the precipitation of antagonism. He begins with some nostalgic tributes to the glory days of mass marketing during which the goal of advertisers was "to reach vast, generally undifferentiated audiences with their commercials" (p. 24). Do you remember the happy era of World War II, for example? According to Turow, this was the golden age when "the nation had been united in purpose . . . mentally wedded to mutual cooperation and togetherness" (pp. 39-40). But since then, "deep social divisions" have arisen-as in the differences among various special interest groups supporting gray power, gay power, black pride, ecology, peace, whales or dolphins, and so forth (p. 40). Meanwhile, there arose what Turow regards as an insidious tendency toward targeting specific audiences so as to attract what he refers to (twice on one page) as "slices of the population" (p. 30). He characterizes this trend as a sinister strategy "to divide up the broader market and design a campaign that could reach and attract a specific target audience with distinctive needs or desires" (p. 31). For example (to make a heroically wild leap of logic), consider the various models of Buick automobiles, the several different versions of Tide detergents, or-horrors!-the multiple channels offered by cable television (pp. 32-33). In Turow's view, these are all just symptoms of a pathological social fragmentation that lends itself to exploitation by commercialistic greed: "Marketers adopted the conviction that America was becoming a divided society . . . with . . . a sense . . . that the media and advertising had to be transformed even more to take advantage of these changes" (p. 36). In other words, "social divisions are becoming deeper than ever,... and marketers might as well try to exploit them" (p. 39).
Given such concerns, Turow is alarmed by lifestyle research with its focus on the "partitioning of society" (p. 43) by means of which "the population was further fragmented" (p. 47). Here, the recognition of variations among consumers in lifestyles (interests, opinions, values, activities, needs, wants, tastes, preferences, etc.) becomes ethically unacceptable to Turow: "The result was a cacophonous and often amoral competition over ways to slice up U.S. society" (p. 54). We can practically feel the merciless blade of psychographic research plunging into the center of the American social fabric and slitting it to ribbons. But if we stop to think about it, Turow's animadversions on "Mapping a Broken Society" (p. 55) occupy the same logical ground as criticizing an orthopedist for taking an X-ray of a broken leg. The doctor did not break the leg (any more than marketing created customer differences), but he or she needs to examine the broken fragments to help the patient heal (just as marketing must respond to different consumer tastes to achieve customer satisfaction in the service of social welfare).
But a quest for logical consistency is no hang-up for the author of this particular book. Thus, Turow pursues a rather manic discussion of how marketers pay attention to customer differences based on income, gender, age, race, and ethnicity (p. 56)-as if marketers were somehow responsible for the manifest fact that people vary on these dimensions with resulting distinctions in needs, wants, and taste preferences. For example, Turow views the contrasts among "the stay-at-home housewife, the plan-to-work housewife, the just-a-job working woman, and the career-oriented working woman" not as a healthy recognition of lifestyle variations in need of special goods and services but rather as the source of "different ways to divide women" and "to exploit those categories" (p. 64). (Presumably, stay-at-home and careeroriented women will shun each other's company, defame each other's characters, or come to blows at the checkout counter.) He regards the segmentation of media offerings by age-groups (Nickelodeon, MTV, etc.) as a way "to exploit generational dispersal" (p. 73). (The same could be said for pablum and denture adhesive, but never mind.) Similarly, he sees efforts to cater to Blacks, Latinos, gays, or lesbians (p. 79) as just one more manifestation of "ways to exploit social rifts . . . in the nation at large" (p. 88). (Too bad for rap, salsa, Bette Midler, and Ellen Degeneres, I guess.)
And how, according to Turow, do marketers achieve these inherently evil results? His twin answers are signaling and tailoring. Signaling refers to the tendency for various media vehicles to be formatted in ways designed to attract particular market segments by "arranging materials-songs, articles, programs-into a package that people in a target audience would see as reflecting their identity" (p. 92). Turow regards such targeting as "market-driven strategies of division" aimed at creating "an elaborate picture of a fragmented society," which he contrasts with "central media-meeting places where all sorts of people could congregate to sample each other's views" (p. 92). Here, we find a misplaced nostalgia for something resembling the old New England town meetings where folks used to get together to make decisions as a community-decisions like the burning of suspected witches at the stake in places such as Salem, MA. Do we really have any reason to reassemble those happy mobs of like-minded folks immersed in eminently lethal Group Think? Regarding the format differences between (say) various magazines such as Family Fun and Family Life (p. 97), Turow sees their covers as "a touchstone for signaling points of distinction . . . by telegraphing the right prejudices to the right targets" (p. 95). But who is more "prejudiced"-someone who wants to read a magazine that reflects her family values or a town meeting that considers the inability to breathe under water a sure sign of witchcraft? (As many have noted, when you encourage people to ban together, the majority very quickly becomes the "moral" majority, and everybody else had better watch out.) Equally laughable are Turow's complaints that the radio industry works to divide its audience into different age, ethnic, and lifestyle groups (p. 100). Of course it does! Who would want it any other way? Who would want to be force-fed a steady diet of whatever is popular with the community at large. (Isn't that where "O, My Papa" and "How Much Is that Doggy in the Window?" came from?) I could go on. But you get the general idea, namely, that in his disparagement of "signaling" as a reflection of differences in tastes, Turow attacks an aspect of the media that most of us embrace with a deep sense of gratitude.
But Turow is not finished yet. Next, he turns his wrath on tailoring-that is, designing market offerings to appeal to individually targeted customer segments. OK, so tailoring sounds a lot like what Marketing 101 preaches as the essence of strategic wisdom. Nonetheless, Turow thinks it's evil. And the more effective it grows-as in relationship marketing (p. 126), database marketing (p. 137), or mass customization (p. 138)-the more evil it gets. Turow describes the dangers of tailoring as follows: "The aim was to tailor all contacts with individual customers to each customer's particular activities, interests, and values" (p. 137). How he moves from this description to his paranoid account of social divisiveness defies any logical progression that I can discern. In part, his quarrel with tailoring depends on "recognizing a repeat customer's lifetime value" (p. 141). In part, it rests on "emphasiz[ing] the value of data . . . to ferret out social differences" (p. 143). In part, it results from the design of offerings "tailored to the personal background and buying history of the individual customer" (p. 144). As Turow correctly points out, such strategies can lead to abuses in the form of redlining (p. 149)-also a target of Michael Moore (1997, 271 )-or the invasion of privacy (p. 145). But to blame such aberrations on the general strategy of providing market offerings tailored to match individual needs and wants appears to constitute a basic mistake in logic.
As elsewhere, the frustrating thing about paranoia is that it finds plenty of evidence in self-support (sometimes even helping to precipitate the evidence itself). In chapter 7, Turow sums it up as follows:
The basic proposition was that society was increasingly fractured . . . and that emerging media were reflecting that. Ad people believed that their role was not to challenge this idea or to work against it. Rather, it was to exploit it for their own purposes by making sure they could signal target audiences and customize commercial messages for them in as many media as possible. . . . Inevitably, all advertisers were converging on a direct-marketing view of their world in which the ability to "slice and dice" a population . . . was far more important than the ability to bring it together (P. 158).
Like most forms of paranoia, Turow's deepest fears culminate in the suspicion that people are conspiring against him. These people constitute what Turow, borrowing from Peppers and Rogers (1993) , calls image tribes, namely, "the appearance of increased divisions [wherein] at every level of society Americans are separated by their own problems, allegiances, and interests" (p. 193) . Turow sees such tribalization as the source of "turf battles . . . social conflict and alienation" (p. 193) . And he blames advertising for the fact that "perceptions of social division are being built into structures that guide people's lives" (p. 194) , as in the widespread phenomenon of "gated communities" (p. 194) that "put walls between people of different incomes, races, ethnicities, and even ages" (p. 195) . Never mind that such accusations are not even true when directed at the "enclaving" associated with planned communities (where, in my experience, white Anglo-Saxon Protestants [WASPs] and Jews, whites and African Americans, children and senior citizens, or wealthy people and those of modest financial means routinely live together in relative peace and harmony). What is really preposterous is Turow's charge-substantiated by not one shred of evidence-that "the same conclusion [i.e., nonecumenical isolationism] could be drawn about the emerging media world" (p. 195).
Turow blames "vested interest[s]" and "self-serving" motives that lead the media toward "emphasizing differences between people" so that "people of different income groups will be segregated by different news, entertainment, and information options, sorted by disposable income (p. 196) . But this rampant speculation flies in the face of history. Once upon a time, wealthy aristocrats and poor folks actually did hang out together in separate groups, oblivious to each other's existence and profoundly ignorant of each other's mores. Improved access to a greater variety of media and other products moves us a giant step away from all that. To claim that we are progressing toward informational enclaves is to ignore the richness of the informational resources to which we are all constantly exposed. Of course, with the development of the new information technologies, cybernauts in hyperspace and other travelers on the infobahn can retreat momentarily into "virtual communities of people from around the world who hold similar interests, and attract similar advertisers" (p. 198). Hence, Turow's paranoia attaches to the potential for "image tribes" consisting of "people who share similar backgrounds" and supporting "suspicion, lack of empathy, and alienation between people of different backgrounds, income classes, and lifestyles" (p. 199). Here, Turow fails to consider the phenomenon-clearly emphasized by Firat and Dholakia-wherein ethernauts in cyberspace tend to surf from one virtual community to another. Very few lost souls confine their identities to just one chat room, just one interactive game, or just one Web site. Most of us zap channels on the TV and click onto one home page after another in our restless search for varied experience. The fact that Turow worries about people getting stuck in one image tribe to the exclusion of others may tell us more about his own apparently inert habits of mind than about the media culture at large.
In the last analysis, Turow believes that real social divisions shape media approaches that, in turn, reinforce those social differences (p. 200). But, in this circular chain of effects, he tends to put the blame on the media rather than on the basic social divisions that are the root cause of fragmentation in the first place. All this defies logic on at least two grounds. First, to recognize differences that already exist is not the same thing as to create those differences; primarily, as many have argued, marketing and the media do and should strive to respond to variations in tastes that already exist and that await discovery (rather than attempting to create new needs or wants, which is obviously an uphill and potentially wasteful battle). Second, these differences are not necessarily antagonistic or divisive in any reasonable sense; if I like vanilla, my son likes chocolate, and my wife likes vanilla-chocolate swirl, we can have our three flavors-happily commingling in the same refrigerator-without going to war about our discrepant tastes. In this connection, Turow gives a profoundly perverse reading to many achievements that most of us regard as the heart of savvy marketing strategy. The only evidence he produces to support his case appears in the form of his book itself and its presumed ability to attract an audience of some size-which, in my view, demonstrates the existence of at least one small image tribe of weirdos sympathetic to a truly bizarre social critique and hostile to those with more temperate opinions.
Perspective 2: McCustomization
Pushing the principle of differentiated segmentation so reviled by Turow to its limit results in Mass Customization-clearly a postmodern and therefore an eminently paradoxical trend-as celebrated in a book of the same name by the management consultant Joseph Pine (1993) . Closely akin to the logic of micromarketing and widely regarded as an approach that promises to provide ever-increasing customer satisfaction commensurate with always-rising business profitability, mass customization capitalizes on the growing ability to manufacture unique versions of a product in economically efficient lot sizes of one. Essentially, it takes differentiated segmentation to its logical extreme in which each segment consists of one ineffably happy consumer. In other words, it subdues the drawbacks of Taylorism and exfoliates the benefits of Tailoring-now, in direct contradiction of Turow, regarded as the crowning flower on the evolutionary tree of progress in marketing. Furthermore-because production and distribution costs have been kept to a minimum via the magic of agile product design, flexible manufacturing, just-in-time inventories, and related stratagems-mass customization guarantees both happier customers and more profitable producers. All this is regarded not only as conducive to customer satisfaction and not only as favorable to profit maximization but also as wonderfully salubrious for the economy in general and for society as a whole.
Mass Customization begins with a foreword by Stan Davis, who coined the term in his book called Future Perfect (1987) . Reacting to the phenomenon of fragmentation in a manner diametrically opposed to that of Turow in Breaking Up America, Davis lauds the "paradox" involving "the coexistence of opposites" whereby, increasingly, firms can successfully engage in "the mass production, distribution, and delivery of customized goods and services" (p. ix). As echoed by Pine, mass customization is "the mass production of individually customized goods and services" (p. xiii). In essence, it solves the trade-off between production efficiencies and the benefits of differentiated segmentation by making "the identification and fulfillment of the wants and needs of individual customers paramount without sacrificing efficiency, effectiveness, and low costs" (p. xiii). It retains the cost economies of Taylorism while capitalizing on the marketing advantages of Tailoring, thereby combining the best of both possible worlds. It is Economic Ecstasy, Housespouse Heaven, Producer Paradise, and a Major Marketing and Manufacturing Miracle, all rolled into one. Pine (1993) presents an account of Fordism and how it helped America win the battle for economic supremacy over England (p. 5). But he soon announces the appearance of a "new frontier in business competition" (p. 7) in which both Fordism and McDonaldization are dead: "Customers can no longer be lumped together in a huge homogeneous market, but are individuals whose individual wants and needs can be ascertained and fulfilled" (p. 6). In other words, in sharp contradistinction to Turow, Pine has rediscovered the basic principle behind market segmentation, namely, that customers differ! And it is marketing's job to do something about those differences. After reviewing the hallmarks of Fordism and Taylor's Scientific Management (interchangeable parts, specialized machines, division of labor, economies of scale, standardization, time-and-motion efficiency, etc.), Pine opines that this "paradigm" based on "efficiency through stability and control" (p. 28) is no longer viable-due, in part, to the aforementioned fragmentation whereby, more than ever, customers vary in their needs and wants (p. 30). These differences reward those producers who take account of customer heterogeneity (p. 31), thereby encouraging a shift to a new paradigm (p. 32).
The new paradigm is characterized by such hallmarks as database marketing, micromarketing, just-in-time inventories, lean production, computer-integrated manufacturing, and-above all-fragmented markets (p. 34). We have entered a wondrous new world in which shampoo is produced for every conceivable type of hair; cough medicine for multiple kinds of coughs; and cola for those who do and don't want sugar, caffeine, cherry flavor, or classic stature (pp. 38-39). In Pine's view, the standardization of McDonald's has given ground to having it "your way" at Burger King-which has, in turn, precipitated a retaliatory flurry of variety at McDonald's itself (p. 41). (Pine and Ritzer, we surmise, must be dining at different franchises of that particular fast-food chain.) According to Pine, these and numerous other illustrative businesses "have found their way to a new paradigm by creating variety and customization through flexibility and quick responsiveness [via] . . .Mass Customization . . . with enough variety and customization that nearly everyone finds exactly what they want" (p. 44).
In this, mass customization becomes a synthesis of mass production and differentiated segmentation-a blessed wedding of economic efficiency and customer-oriented marketing strategy (p. 48). According to Pine, the degree of eagerness with which a firm must embrace this paradigm shift depends on its degree of market turbulence (p. 54); that is, the extent of instability and, yes, fragmentation in its competitor and customer environments. As a management tool that I personally find rather hokey, Pine has devised a template for constructing a "market turbulence map" (p. 66) and has produced the results of a questionnaire-response-set biases be damned-suggesting that this measure is correlated with the firm's tendency to introduce variety and customization (p. 71). If you follow his guide, apply his scoring system, and find your market to be high in turbulence, he counsels you to move toward mass customization pronto (p. 74).
Continuing the thread, Pine reviews many of the problems with mass production already mentioned in considering George Ritzer (1996 Ritzer ( , 1998 and Michael Moore (1997)-the dehumanization of both workers and customers, for example. As well understood by most students of marketing, the strategy of "selling low-cost, standardized products to large, homogeneous markets" (p. 89) is a recipe for disaster. It encourages a selling orientation and produces "disgruntled and disloyal customers" (p. 91). This realization leads to niche marketing and, ultimately, to a degree of differentiated segmentation commensurate with true mass customization (p. 101). The whole essence of mass customization, then, is that it provides "variety and customization through flexibility and quick responsiveness" (p. 110). In other words, it depends on a complete redesign of the production system to achieve total process efficiency, decreased overhead, upgraded quality, minimal waste, reduced inventory costs, enhanced flexibility, and so on (p. 111). Pine extols the virtues of these production-process improvements, as well as the research and development (R&D) breakthroughs that make them possible (p. 113). With respect to marketing, to repeat, the emphasis is on satisfying customer needs and wants where those needs and wants are recognized as fragmented and therefore heterogeneous (p. 118). From this perspective and again in sharp contrast to Turow, fragmentation has become a good thing to be pursued as an opportunity (p. 127).
Pine offers numerous examples of companies that have moved in the direction advocated (Toyota, IBM, Bally, Motorola, Swatch, France Télécom, Azimuth, Personics), and he includes some inspirational words on the need for Vision (p. 163), Strategy (p. 166), and Execution (p. 169). In addition, he provides some helpful suggestions concerning how "standardized products can still be customized" (p. 172) by means of adding ancillary services (IBM, Hertz), designing adjustable features (Gillette's Sensor razor, Reebok's Pump shoe), providing point-of-delivery modifications (holes in bowling balls, strings on tennis rackets), offering quick response (Levi Strauss, Milliken), or relying on various sorts of modularization (component sharing, component swapping, custom cuts, individualized mixing, etc.). But despite these helpful hints, when we consider the enormous paradox implied by conjoining the two words mass and customization-via a combination of production efficiency and the simultaneous creation of unique offerings tailored to each individual customer-we still tend to wonder about the technical details of how the appropriate production processes and marketing systems manage to accomplish their rather schizophrenic and at least partly incompatible goals. In short-raised on the belief that when it comes to manufacturing efficiency and product differentiation, you cannot have it both ways-we tend to wonder: "How Dey Do Dat?"
HOW DEY DO DAT? In Praise of Agility
Given the perspective promulgated by the "paradigm shift" celebrated in Mass Customization and picking up where Pine (1993) left off, a key remaining question concerns how we as an economic system can attain this blissful state of affairs. The answer appears in two recent volumes dedicated to the principles that lie behind the production of mass-customized offerings: Agile Product Development for Mass Customization by David Anderson (1997) (a management consultant and teacher whose partner Joseph Pine provides an Introduction and Epilogue) and Pathways to Agility: Mass Customization in Action by John Oleson (1998) (director of manufacturing technology at the Dow Corning Corporation). Surely, these books represent the Tweedledum and Tweedledee of the business literature-which is to say that (although competent in many respects) they are virtually interchangeable (not a good sign for those so devoutly dedicated to the concept of maximal differentiation) and that (although of obvious importance to those concerned with the production side of marketing enterprises) they are as tedious as a McMuffin (cranked out in a highly formulaic style and largely devoid of intellectual nourishment). Both books focus on telling us-in far more detail than we probably cared about if we are (macro)marketers (although I grant that the relevant specifics might be of great interest to someone charged with the responsibility for setting up a factory)-how to pursue the benefits of agility to the extremes that permit every single item to roll off the production line with a uniquely designed configuration. Without belaboring the technical nuances involved (on which I am, in any case, supremely unqualified to comment), we might conclude that the relevant manufacturing operations in the service of mass customization represent the wave of the future. Someday soon, we shall each be able to own an automobile uniquely designed to match our individual tastes in every respect-from its hood ornament to its upholstery to the size of its engine to its one-week delivery time. Soon, we shall buy compact discs that contain all but only the songs we like-no more having to skip the clinkers, ignore the inferior tracks, or bother with those boring slow movements in the Beethoven symphonies. Soon, we shall be able to obtain a prepackaged meal made from just our favorite ingredients-doing away with the need to cook, to follow a recipe, or to operate any kitchen appliance more complicated than a microwave oven. Soon, we shall have whatever we want, whenever and wherever we want it-without the need to search or, ultimately, to think. And all this will happen because of the profound wonders possible in the coming era of agile product development and other aspects of agility in the service of mass customization.
Agile product development. In the book on Agile Product Development by Anderson with Pine (1997) , as before, mass customization is defined as "the mass production of individually customized goods and services" (p. 4) or "the ability to design and manufacture customized products at mass production efficiency and speed" (p. 25). And, as before, this "new imperative" makes "the wants and needs of individual customers paramount within the company without sacrificing efficiency" (p. 4). This strategy differs radically from a proliferation or variety orientation (offering a broad array of versions) because it focuses on a targeted response to each particular customer's desires: "Customers do not want choice; they just want exactly what they want" (p. 7). And-here comes the really good news-customers are "willing to pay a premium" for the satisfaction of these specific wants (p. 8). Furthermore, customers will come to expect nothing less so that mass customization will become not only "new" but also "imperative" (p. 13).
So, "how dey do dat?" The answer appears to lie largely in the magic powers of modularization. Colloquially, every product will be something like a creation assembled from a set of Lego blocks-that is, a configuration of modular components (p. 11). Thus, "modularity . . . is the key to mass customizing in product development" (p. 16). But notice that such modularity is really nothing other than standardization-our old friend or nemesis, as the case may be-pushed down to a lower level in the production process. Make no mistake about it, "standardization is the prerequisite to any of the agile paradigms": "To build products 'to order' or to mass customize . . ., it is imperative that agile companies standardize on parts, processes, tools, features, raw materials, and procedures" (p. xv). Another way to think of this is as the maximization of useful external variety with the simultaneous minimization of internal variety (p. 45).
Much of Anderson's book focuses on the technical details involved in implementing such a design and production philosophy. He provides a clear example of an appropriate assembly station (p. 27); shows its connection to the overall flow of materials and information (p. 28); describes the virtues of just-in-time inventories and of minimizing work-inprogress (pp. 55, 179, 185) ; advocates the reduction of setup time (pp. 58, 176); praises kanban (re)supply systems (pp. 65, 189); recommends the elimination of poor-selling or low-profit items (p. 83); emphasizes the importance of standardizing all parts, materials, tools, and processes (p. 95); insists on meaningful cost measurement (p. 133); works toward a system aimed at batch-size reduction (p. 176) and/or building to order (p. 149); discusses the virtues of computer-assisted design and/or manufacturing programs (CAD and/or CAM, pp. 195, 203, 209) ; and so on. And on. And on. AND ON.
All this proceeds in the service of rationalization (p. 73) and culminates in a totally customer-oriented system wherein the customer actually becomes a member of the multifunctional product-development team, thereby ensuring that the "voice of the customer" is built into product design from the moment of its inception (pp. 220, 248). Of particular interest to me personally in this regard (e.g., Holbrook 1997b Holbrook , 1998a Holbrook , 1998b Holbrook and Kuwahara 1999 ) is Anderson's discussion of how three-dimensional (3-D) CAD routines can help producers include customers in the product-design process by means of letting them envision the three-dimensional aspects of a virtual prototype in vivid depth (p. 203): "A virtual reality system . . . enables . . . three-dimensional representations of products [to provide] . . . the ability to work together directly with customers in the marketing, design, and production of their own customized products" (Pine in Anderson, p. 283).
Pathways to agility. The book by Oleson (1998) on Pathways to Agility covers much of the same territory just described (with a somewhat more insistent emphasis on the role of agility in the business enterprise as a whole). Oleson identifies agility with "the organization's ability to respond quickly to change" (p. x) and, recalling Pine's emphasis on turbulence, regards change in general and the shift to mass customization in particular as the hallmark of "the next wave of manufacturing innovations" (p. xv). This focus is refreshingly rooted in a foundation of customer orientation in the sense that "mass customization provide[s] the ability to serve the market as customers demand" (p. xvii).
The specific measures designed to increase agility detailed by Anderson all tend to reappear in the work by Oleson. Thus, we find further and oft-repeated accounts of the advantages in minimizing inventory (pp. 53, 58, 63, 73, 185) ; reducing setup times (pp. 63, 175); the kanban (re)supply system (p. 165); standardizing or modularizing all parts, materials, components, tools, and processes (pp. 37, 93, 109, 147, 161, 175) ; a system aimed at make-to-order lot sizes of one (pp. 53, 57, 62, 71, 72, 97, 101, 110, 156, 162, 171, 185) ; the virtues of CAD/CAM (pp. 88, 94); and a totally customer-oriented system wherein the customer actually becomes involved in the process of product design (pp. 35, 202) . Indeed, so strongly does Oleson believe in the principles of standardization and modularization that he appears to have used these techniques as the basis for his stylistic orientation in writing this book. Truly, Oleson is the prototypically "agile" author. His tendency toward a modularized writing style pervades the entire work-from the micro to the middle to the macro level.
At the micro level, Oleson seems to regard certain words as standardized modules suitable for stringing together to create endlessly repetitious paragraph structures. Consider, for example, the following passage-with each line printed as it appears in Oleson's book and with certain key words repeated formulaically ad nauseam:
The wealth of product technology can be tapped to meet changing customer needs. . . . The leaders in the industry must know their product technology for both their existing and future offerings. That product technology includes both the process to produce and the technology to package and deliver something that will appeal to the consumer. (P. 139) Far from an aberration, this passage is typical of the prose style found in Oleson's work. Notice how the term product technology accidentally forms a telling pattern at the right margin of the page. Along similar lines, in a masterpiece of self-reflective standardization, Oleson has contrived to repeat the word module no fewer than six times in nine lines (abridged here):
The manufacturing process must build the high-quality and low-cost modules that will assemble into the products with ease. The manufacturing process itself must . . . be broken into . . . modules. The manufacturing modules must . . . be effective in producing and assembling the various modules. . . . Plugability must exist in the product modules and the tolerance for the fitting of the modular components must be very high. (P. 148) After this, the author goes on to use the term modules three more times in the next paragraph-surrounded by other language tediously similar to that just quoted. Comparable modularization and repetition prevails at the middle level of organization. Thus, Oleson frequently takes canned examples and reiterates them in rapid succession-as in the cases of Anderson Window and its ability to construct customized windows on a make-to-order basis (p. 32 and p. 36 and p. 149), the agile production of a building sealant (p. 60 and p. 71), the effective supply-chain management of Procter & Gamble (p. 103 and p. 138) , and the Cooperative Research and Production Act (pp. 10-12 and p. 162 and p. 204) . Such compulsive rehearsal of the same illustrations is obviously efficient on the grounds of standardization but tends to give the reader a profound sense of déjà or even déjà déjà déjà vu. Meanwhile, at the macro level, Oleson applies the same principle of modularization to the production of the book as a whole, repeating certain stock ideas and phrases to the point of suffocating tedium. To pick just one illustration, the author takes it as a basic thematic premise that the push toward mass customization requires agility. Consider, for example, the following three articulations of this fundamental idea using virtually the same language:
1. Pathways to Agility describes how agility . . . can be used in manufacturing to move companies toward mass customization (p. ix). 2. As industry moves to mass customization, agility will become even more crucial for the success of an enterprise (p. xvii). 3. Agility is a tool that must be included in . . . shifts . . . to mass customization (p. xviii).
All this transpires in just the Preface and Introduction alone. But the same idea couched in essentially the same language continues to appear at regular intervals throughout the remainder of the book-specifically, on pages 9, 10, 16, 32, 33, 64, 94, 124, 129, 151, 167, 193, 194, 215, 239, 249, 251, and 253-to Even more disturbingly, the modularization of thought can apparently lead to the fabrication of tautologies. As illustrations, consider the following two pieces of agility-related wisdom: (1) "Improved supply chains do not become agile without building an agile capability" (pp. 116-117) and (2) "To make the significant change from the way we do business today to a way that includes agility and mass customization will require a change process that follows a pathway to agility" (p. 224). We might take it as a signal characteristic of Oleson's writing that-even where he offers us little more than the most rampantly tautologous platitudes-he chooses ceaselessly to repeat himself.
We could easily forgive Oleson for these little stylistic transgressions if only he appeared to care a bit more about the effects of the strategies he so tirelessly promotes. But consider his attitude concerning the tendency of a move toward agility to put people out of work. Here as elsewhere, he repeats the conclusion-in this case, four times on a single page:
The net effect is a loss of jobs. . . . Jobs in the enterprise are lost and lower-paying jobs are usually created in the contract. . . . The result is a loss of jobs within the enterprise. . . . Jobs are lost, and in many cases people are displaced. (P. 248) But even more distressing than the sledgehammer-like bombardment of this obsessive repetition is that Oleson shows no trace of concern for the people thrown out of work by his management-improvement schemes. 
Armageddon
Reading Pine (1993) , Anderson (1997), and Oleson (1998) helps us realize that, as we approach the millennium, the End of Marketing is upon us. At this eschatological moment in the history of marketing thought, we can anticipate the day when we return to the state that characterized the old craft-oriented economies involved in barter-based systems of exchange. Soon it will again happen that production and consumption are coequal in stature, coexistent in space, and coeval in time. Each customer will dictate the product specifications and terms of delivery that describe his or her own needs and wants. On the basis of these parameters, the firm will agilely design and flexibly produce a mass-customized offering that perfectly matches the specifications dictated by each and every micromarket of one.
How very, very dull-if not for consumers, then at least for marketers. Indeed, some may wonder whether the logic guiding the New Age of Mass Customization can properly be regarded as marketing at all. The old marketing-viewed strategically-involved a careful balance between the imperatives of customer orientation and the dictates of efficiency in producing offerings targeted at the needs and wants of diverse segments (cf. Webster 1997) . A high premium attached to the skills needed to cluster inherently heterogeneous customers into relatively homogeneous segments that could be reached and appealed to with differentiated offerings. It helped to understand these customer segments. It helped to understand how different segments of the population clustered together in terms of needs, wants, tastes, and desires. It helped to understand their demographics, socioeconomics, and psychographics. It helped to understand their diverse sources of value. It helped to understand their heterogeneous response functions and the commonalities in their patterns of exposure to the media. It helped to understand the regularities in their choice processes and the correlative mechanisms that would aid alternative offerings in reaching and attracting various segments.
All this was part of the intellectual challenge that made marketing as a discipline a subject matter worth pursuing. But as we enter the New Age of Mass Customization, all this will change beyond recognition. We need no longer strive to comprehend differences and commonalities in customer needs and wants, to probe divergences and convergences in customer tastes and desires, or to explore the nature and determinants of customer value-precisely because our focus on individual and isolated buyers will make all this irrelevant. In the New Age, each customer will simply tell us what he or she wants, and we will agilely build it for him or her, using modularized techniques of production that will permit us to achieve the greatest possible uniqueness and suitability of each offering at the lowest possible cost but at the highest possible price. In this climate, to reorient a concern voiced by Webster (1997) , it might seem not so much an "embarrassment" (p. 54) as an inevitability that operations management has taken over many functions formerly associated with marketing.
A Postmarketing Vocabulary
Embarking on this journey into the millennial Promised Land, we need a name for the cataclysm toward which our discipline progresses. Some brave souls would call it Micromarketing or One-to-One Marketing or Relationship Marketing and would suggest that it is nothing more nor less than the latest refinement in a marketing orientation that constantly evolves over time (for a review, see Berthon, Hulbert, and Pitt 1999) . Such optimists cling to the hope that marketing is not dead, only different. But I am not so sanguine.
As McInnes (1964) taught us long ago, marketing might be conceived as those activities that close the gap between producer and consumer in a manner that ultimately results in some sort of an exchange. But if no gap exists to start with, then very little scope for marketing remains. From this perspective, I look at the hopes held out for mass customization and find them completely vacuous with respect to marketing strategy. They simply tell us to give each customer exactly what he or she wants-from among the variety that we have decided to offer on the grounds of its modularizability-and to devote all our energies to designing the production and distribution systems accordingly. As FitzRoy (1998) puts it (although he himself disagrees): "It has been suggested by some commentators that strategy itself is dead -that . . . All we need is flexibility, responsiveness and tactics" (p. 16). A few pages later, in the same issue of the same journal, Layton (1998) expresses just such a thought to the effect that "marketing as a discipline [is] in crisis" because "the marketing function . . . appear[s] to have had little input to many of the new ideas . . . in areas such as information technology, supply chain management, and the search for strategy" (p. 31). To which, we should add agile production and mass customization.
Nowhere do we find this depressing vision expressed more forcefully than when, after two years of service as executive director of the Marketing Science Institute, Lehmann (1997) noted that "sadly, the current evidence suggests a gradual erosion of the marketing department" (p. 122) andmindful of the changes precipitated by the move toward mass customization, agile product development, and so ondescribed a likely scenario in which "marketing . . . becomes solely an implementer of the 4Ps (sans service)-essentially the department of cents-off coupons and blue-light specials" (p. 135).
Regarding this changed destiny toward which we as a discipline may be slouching (like the "rough beast" of W. B. Yeats), I would not call Mass Customization by the name of Marketing at all. I would call it Engineering.
SAVING GRACES Brownian Motion: The Paracletes versus the Parakeets
So we disciples of (macro)marketing have plenty of reason to feel depressed. Furthermore, as the reader might have noticed, I have yet to mention a book on the subject of (macro)marketing and its future to which I have felt I could attach my unqualified endorsement. True, Downsize This! and Adventures in a TV Nation or Consuming People come close. But the former are not really scholarly in tone, while the latter is not fully accessible to any but the most specialized audience. I should therefore end on a more optimistic note by reviewing at least one academic career and one exemplary book that rise to the heights of literary greatness in our (macro)marketing profession. I refer, of course, to the work of Stephen Brown in general and to Postmodern Marketing Two in particular (Brown 1998) .
The subtitle of this latest report on the pomo condition from the prolific professor of ("Formerly-Known-As") retailing at the University of Ulster-Telling Tales-says it all. In essence, Brown (1998) extols the virtues of a narrative or literary approach to our discipline. Indeed, the glowing emerald beauty of his conception resembles a lush fern growing from the hard rock of marketing scholarship. But-as the great jazz saxophonist and raconteur Paul Desmond once said of his host's verdant house plants-with fronds like these, who needs anemones? In this spirit, I must begin by putting to rest one potentially biasing aspect of my own relationship with this particular manifestation of Brownian Motion.
Specifically, I must acknowledge something of a cathexis in PoMo 2 on the grounds that much of the book is about-well, ah, er-me (or about MoHo, as Brown likes to phrase it). For the most part, Brown is generously charitable in mentioning that a lot of the points he is making are compatible with certain things I've been saying in some of my own discursions (not really a word, perhaps, but I follow Brown's example by not letting that stop me from using it Sadly, all these faults, failings, and feeblishments are congenital, congeneric, and even congenial proclivities that I cannot help myself from engaging, engorging, and enjoying. I am simply powerless to suppress my poetic impulses, to adopt a doctrinaire methodological posture, to make friends with managers who want to set my research priorities for me, to think that rampant cultural commercialism is a good thing, to believe that every thought or impulse I have immediately announces itself to my conscious awareness, to write in a purposely obfuscatory manner, to feel that an inherently corrupt review process somehow magically works toward the enlightenment of our profession, or to forget that I am nothing if not an animal. But there is one criticism in Brown's arsenal that I can manage to address-a flaw that I shall gladly correct forthwith on the basis of his gratefully received instruction. I refer to Brown's attack on my tendency to support my arguments, claims, concepts, and propositions with a carefully amassed collection of references, cites, quotations, and excerpts (p. 188). Until reading Brown (1998) Beyond this guidance toward improving my own particular writing style, Postmodern Marketing Two provides a delightful and sunny, insightful and funny introduction to postmodernism and to some implications of the pomo ethos for marketing scholarship. Brown insists at frequent intervals that his work will somehow effect a rapprochement with marketing managers (pp. 183-84, 209, 231, 250, 255) but gives not one single example of such an achievement; hence, I shall neglect that aspect of PoMo 2 . He also claims to organize his work around a musical metaphor based on (ugh) rock 'n' roll (pp. 12-13) but says not a word about any aspect of music (as opposed to the lyrics from songs); hence, I shall neglect that aspect of PoMo 2 too. What Brown does present is a marvelous blend of form and content, style and substance, sound and sense. If you like consonance and assonance-if you like loosely allusive and illusively elusive alliterations-Stephen Brown is your man. Here as elsewhere, he writes with a marvelously whimsical, fascinatingly reflexive, resonantly perspicacious, beautifully crafted facility that shines light on every topic it touches, that constantly surprises us with its felicities, and that prompts a giggle or two in nearly every paragraph. He playfully deconstructs our discipline for purposes of building it up again. In this, he has created a marketing text for our times-one that, in vivid contrast to the usual sad exemplar of classroom pedantry, is a profoundly appealing joy to read.
The setting for this work concerns the crisis of representation in which the marketing discipline currently finds itself, awash as it is in the misplaced scientism of the elder statesmen-the ones I have been calling Generation Ex (which includes me, of course)-who have led us down the misguided path of (neo)positivism with all its enslaving doctrine and constraining dogma. In Brown's view, as expressed in chapter 1, our profession has been unpardonably slow to recognize not only that marketing is an art rather than a science but, moreover, that marketing should be an art rather than a science-indeed, that the artistic paradigm is superior to the conventional scientism. From this, it follows that marketing should direct itself toward drawing from aesthetics in general and from literature in particular.
Subsequent chapters develop this theme with an imaginative splendor that almost defies description. Brown begins in chapter 2 by describing the postmodern ethos and by distinguishing what I would call the parakeets from the paracletes. The parakeets are the hopelessly retarded captives of the tradition and the helplessly retrogressive adherents to the received view-the devotees to doctrine and the disciples of dogma who continue to mimic the mainstream; to parrot the parochial; to reiterate the repetitious; and to huddle in their old-fashioned paradigmatic cage with its antiquated experimental methods, structural equations, matrix thinking, and patriarchal puritanism. The paracletes are the good guys who proudly promulgate the postmodern propensity toward paradox, parody, pastiche, playfulness, pluralism, proliferation, promiscuity, polysemy, panculturalism, and all the rest (what I sometimes call The Nine P's, but-hey-I'll bet there are more where those came from). It is these latter apogean apostate apostles of postmodernity who promise bravely to lead us into the Beuhla Land of aesthetics and literature that will save our discipline from extinction under the burden of its own suffocating weight. According to Brown, this is all part of the postmodern trend toward elevating the Beatles over Beethoven (p. 78) . And clearly, his iconoclastic, antinomian heart is in the right place here-even if his musicological example, the only one I can find in the entire book, leads me to wonder whether he might not do better to pursue literary as opposed to musical metaphors (as when he felicitously compares marketing with a Prufrockian patient etherized on a table [p. 80] ).
In subsequent chapters, Brown turns to three major routes whereby the study of marketing might awake to the prescribed aesthetic sensibilities-via the interpretation of marketing in literature or the possibility that we might learn from the study of published fiction (chapter 3), the appreciation of literature in marketing or the application of literary criticism to the analysis of marketing artifacts (chapter 4), and the cultivation of marketing as literature or the adoption by writers in our field of a more literary manner of self-expression (chapter 5). Needless to say, Brown gives us plentiful illustrations of these three potential areas of aesthetic sensibility. And, trust me, his examples are extraordinary, verging on spectacular. I could quote some of them, of course; but please remember that, at Brown's own suggestion, I have foresworn any such unseemly concessions to stylistic impropriety. Besides, Brown himself offers quotations aplenty, some of which extend for several pages at a time. He distinguishes these from the sort of citations and excerpts to which he so strongly objects by referring to them as tables.
Chapter 3 speaks on behalf of the semiological and hermeneutic analysis of literature as a source of insights into consumer behavior, markets, and other aspects of our discipline. I could not concur more emphatically (Holbrook 1991 (Holbrook , 1995a . Toward this end, Brown remains true to his scruples against elitism and blesses us with a detailed analysis of (what else?) Scruples-that quintessential marketing text by Judith Krantz. He probes five aspects of the two novels in this Krantz duology: hedonic consumption, addiction to shopping, collecting, giving gifts, and apathetic shoppers. Here, the power of Brown's textual insights and the felicity of his expositional subtlety beg for the sort of detailed quotations that he has himself enjoined against. Suffice it to say that, if only I could constitutes a capacious cornucopia, a cathartic cascade, a clarion calling, a commodious collection, a compendious catalog, a classy combination, a confluent congeries, a condign conjunction, a consonant consolidation, a confectious concoction, a climactic culmination of capable contributions and crafty conceptualizations unique-hey, way unique-in the marketing literature. It's beautifully conceived, it's magnificently well written, it's funny as a fish, it's the greatest thing since they used to sell the whole loaf of bread before they started cutting it up into those annoyingly thin slices, it's a phookin' mah-stuh-piss, and it's high time I moved on to something else.
Pleasant Pill
I know that, moved by my account of Postmodern Marketing Two, many will be wondering, "But do I have to read the book; couldn't I just see the movie?" Happily, the answer is "Yes." The cinematic version of PoMo 2 has just been released under the title Pleasantville (Ross 1998) .
Written, coproduced, and directed by Gary ("Big," "Dave") Ross (1998) , this brilliant film tells the story of a hapless teenager David (played by Tobey Maguire) who feels so overwhelmed by the horrors of our contemporary scene (lack of job opportunities, sexually transmitted diseases, holes in the ozone layer) that he loses himself in fantasies based on televised reruns of an old sitcom from the 1950s called "Pleasantville," which bears a humorously strong resemblance to "Father Knows Best," including Dad's character-defining tag line: "Honey, I'm Home." Through a series of misadventures, young David and his mentally vacuous but sexually promiscuous sister Jennifer (played by Reese Witherspoon) are sucked into the television screen and find themselves actually living in the TV World of Pleasantville.
As portrayed in the motion picture, the eponymous Pleasantville offers an incisive satire of the 1950s ethos. Everything is black-and-white (B&W). In this B&W world, people simply say their scripted lines (read: utter conformity), never think for themselves (read: total complacency), have no concept that anything exists beyond the perimeter of their small town (read: pervasive ethnocentrism), follow all the rules obediently (read: unthinking obedience), and experience no real emotions (read: uptight denial of feelings). The Mom (actress Joan Allen) and Dad (actor William H. Macy) of David (now known as Bud, aka "Sport") and Jennifer (now known as Mary Sue, aka "Muffin") play their stereotypical 1950s roles to perfection. Dad works all day at an unidentified job and always arrives back at the house at 6:30 p.m. sharp-ready for dinner-to announce, "Honey, I'm Home." Mom happily slaves away in the kitchen, obsessed by her sole preoccupation with making sure that her kids eat a good breakfast before they go off to school (waffles and pancakes and toast and scrambled eggs and nice crisp bacon and a big slab of ham). The nutritionally shocking breakfast scene conjures up distressing visions of clogged arteries, all the more so when we realize that we really did eat like that during the fifties.
The lives of these people are so routinized, so predictable, so formulaic, so empty, so without soul, and so incredibly phony (not unlike the recent portrait presented in the A&E special on the real-life, as contrasted with the imaginary, Ozzie Nelson Family) that, when Dad comes home one night to find that Mom has run away, he just stands at the front door like a paralyzed robot, quizzically repeating over and over his obsessive mantra Macy at the front door will appear (I predict) in those Hollywood retrospectives of "Greatest Moments on Film" for decades or centuries to come.
But as creatures of the 1990s, David/Bud/Sport and Jennifer/Mary Sue/Muffin cannot manage to leave things as they are-that is, very very pleasant-in the benighted B&W world into which they have been thrust. Mary Sue seduces the basketball captain (who has never before gotten as far as holding hands). Bud shows the soda-shop owner Mr. Johnson (played by Jeff Daniels) how he can make the cheeseburgers himself (instead of waiting for Bud to do it). (The fact that much of the movie takes place in a soda shop where the burgers and shakes are made individually by hand can be taken as this film's implicit rejection of McDonaldization.) The sibling interlopers also alert the townspeople to various aspects of the human condition about which they have been totally oblivious-sexuality, literature, and art, for example. The wacky scene in which Mary Sue explains the facts of life to her Mom-including the merits of masturbation-ultimately leads to an orgasmic cataclysm. The moment in which words appear for the first time in the local books-suggesting to the young students that they might actually read those objects found on the shelves of the library-represents another thrust toward liberation. And maybe most liberating of all, Bud shows his boss a collection of artistic masterpieces-in color-after which Mr. Johnson obtains some paints and begins cranking out imitative but heartfelt originals (including, after the development of an illicit romance, a life-sized nude portrait of Bud's Mom featured rather conspicuously in the window of his soda shop).
As each character opens up emotionally to the wonders of sex, the power of literature, the beauty of painting-or, in general, to experiencing his or her own true feelings-he or she is transformed into living technicolor. Soon we observe the cinematically stunning effect of B&W and color characters commingling on the same screen. This visual metaphor embodies the central theme of the entire film, namely, that life is better in a world wherein people open themselves up to their passions-sexual, aesthetic, and otherwise-and to the artistic expression of emotion through literature and painting. And music.
Near the end, in a last-ditch effort to save the oh-so-pleasant local culture, the town's mayor Big Bob (W. T. Walsh in one of his last roles) issues a proclamation mandating that, henceforth, the only music allowed will be songs by Johnny Mathis and the like. The by-now rebellious teenagers resist this decree by promptly playing a Buddy Holly recording on the soda-shop juke box. Are you listening Stephen Brown? And smiling? And is this not precisely the exact point of your invigorating book on Postmodern Marketing Two?
Pleasantville can not be explained as a satire of the 1990s, forwarding the premise that we should all "get real." Rather, as portrayed in this film, the 1990s are always already all too (hyper)real to start with (to use some more pomo lingo). We are all always already liberated and all always already suffering the effects of a society in chaos, thank you very much. So there is no need to preach to Generation X or even to the more laggardly Generation Ex about opening up to their feelings and to the various relevant artistic subcultures because the members of GenX and even GenEx are all always already about as wide-open as you can get. We don't need a new film to exhort the pre-and post-baby boomers to shake off the shackles of any sort of oppressive conformity. As the postmodernists constantly remind us, we've been there, done that; so don't ask. Reliving this scene is way retro. It's so ten-years-ago. I mean, I'm like-well-"Duh!" I'm all, "Hello!" I go, "As If!" Or, hey, "Whatever!"
Nonetheless, we old-timers-especially the more reactionary among us (me included)-do often entertain a potentially pernicious tendency to look back longingly to a simpler past, a time of greater security and predictability, an era dangerously similar in our minds to the sickeningly saccharine sitcoms of the 1950s. From this perspective, Pleasantville can be viewed as a cautionary tale, a satiric blast at the misbegotten comforts of the "good old days," a quintessential evocation of antinostalgia. Don't wish that you could return to the simplicity of the 1950s because, if God wanted to punish you, He might grant your wish.
Pleasantville can also be viewed as the cinematic realization of the lesson preached by Stephen Brown in Postmodern Marketing Two. Perhaps there is some corner of our contemporary world where conformity runs rampant; where nobody bothers to think or feel; where we endlessly recycle the same old formulas, truisms, misplaced scientism, and specious conventional wisdom of days gone by without knowing why or even really caring. Perhaps one such pocket of absurdity is to be found in our traditional marketing literature. Perhaps this literature is nothing but one great big "Honey, I'm Home," repeated obsessively as a sort of compulsive cliché from which we dare not deviate. And perhaps-if the members of our discipline follow Brown's advice to open ourselves up to deeply felt emotions, to profound aesthetic experiences, to bright artistic visions, and to the passionate expressions thereof-we might find that we can transform ourselves from a B&W realm of sterility into a beautiful world of living color.
The next stage? Three-dimensional stereography, of course! But the story of stereo 3-D is a tale that I have already told (Holbrook 1997b (Holbrook , 1998a (Holbrook , 1998b ) and the further ramifications of which I shall save for telling on another day (Holbrook and Kuwahara 1999) . In the meantime, if you see only one movie or video this year, make it Pleasantville. This film will not transform society. That has already been accomplished by the shift in sensibilities from the 1950s to the 1990s (Frank 1997) . But if enough of us paid attention, it might just transform (macro)marketing in general and the way we think or write about our discipline in particular. We might register the end of marketing as we have known it in a representational style more lyrical (Holbrook 1986 (Holbrook , 1990 (Holbrook , 1995a , more artistic (Sherry 1991) , more personal (Gould 1991) , and more passionate (Brown 1998) . Dare I suggest that, via its concern for the human condition, this writing and reading might also become more spiritual?
Glorifying God
Because we are talking about the eschatological moment in which we have few opportunities left to save our souls, we might do well to end by paying careful attention to a relevant anecdote recounted by Joe Pine (1993) near the conclusion of Mass Customization.
In an old story about two stoneworkers, each is chiseling a large square stone, but one is dour and working halfheartedly, while the other is happy and working away feverishly. When the first fellow is asked what he is doing, he replies, "Making a stone." When the second fellow is asked what he is doing, he replies, "Helping to build a cathedral!" Both workers are part of a disaggregated value chain, but only the second is integrated into that chain as part of a community focused on the end customer (p. 238). 
